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August 23, 2001

Ms. Carlyn Winter Prisk (3HS11)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

RE: The Lower Darby Creek Area Superfund Site

Dear Ms. Prisk:

On behalf of the City of Philadelphia,1 this provides the initial response to EPA's
July 19, 2001 request issued pursuant to Section 104(e) of CERCLA. As per my
discussion with Brian Nishitani, Esquire, today we are providing documents that we
have gathered so far that are responsive to the 104(e) document requests; and, by the end
of next week, we expect to provide the City's narrative responses to the 104(e) questions.
As I previously indicated, given the time frames and nature of EPA's request, more time
is needed for the City to fully review the situation and identify any related documents and
information that may exist.

Please also be advised that by responding to EPA's request, the City is not in any
way waiving its legal rights or privileges to these material for making admissions for the
purposes of any possible subsequent litigation. This document production is organized
according to the numbered questions contained in the 104(e) request.

Question #3: Documents Concerning the City's Use of the Site

We produce the following documents concerning the possibility that the City of
Philadelphia used the Clearview Landfill:

• Complaint in Smalls v. Korman, et al., Phila. C.C.P. January Term 1986, No. 781;

1 Please note that the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority is a separate legal entity and wi l l have to be
approached separately for information concerning this Superfund Site.



• Answer Containing New Matter of Defendant Clearview Land Development
Corporation in Smalls v. Korman, et al., Phila. C.C.P. January Term 1986, No.
781;

• Answer Containing New Matter of the City of Philadelphia in Smalls v. Korman,
et al., Phila. C.C.P. January Term 1986, No. 781;

• July 1, 1971 Agreement between the Clearview Land Development Corporation
and the City of Philadelphia;

• October 18, 1972 letter from William C. Bucciarelli, Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources ("DER") to David J. Damiano, City of Philadelphia
Department of Streets ("Philadelphia Streets Department"), re: Philadelphia Solid
Waste Plan and Abatement Schedule;

• December 20, 1972 Memorandum from David J. Damiano, Philadelphia Streets
Department to Hillel S. Levinson, Philadelphia Managing Director re: Clearview
Landfill and the October 18, 1972 DER letter;

• December 21, 1972 Memorandum from David J. Damiano, Philadelphia Streets
Department to Philip Carroll, Deputy Mayor, re: Clearview Landfill;

• May 16, 1973 letter from Lois Shaub of Eastwick PAC to David J. Damiano,
Philadelphia Streets Department;

• June 4, 1973 letter from David J. Damiano, Philadelphia Streets Department to
Lois Shaub of Eastwick PAC;

• August 2, 1973 Memorandum from Stuart W. Adams, Deputy Commissioner,
Sanitation to David J. Damiano, Philadelphia Streets Department; and,

• August 28, 1973 letter from Alvin S. Ackerman, Esquire, attorney for Clearview
Land Development Company to David Damiano, Philadelphia Streets
Commissioner.

We have not identified any documents that suggest that the City ever used the
Folcroft Landfill or the Folcroft Annex.

Question #9: Assessments or Investigations of Any Areas of the Site

It is difficult to respond to this question, given that the agency has not defined the
Site. Nevertheless, we provide the following documents that concern any assessment or
investigation of, or that even refers to, any of the landfills included in the Site:

• August 23, 1984 letter from Thomas F. Healy, Chief, Industrial Waste Unit of the
Philadelphia Water Department to Samuel Messina;

• October 25, 1984 Memorandum from James Santo, Philadelphia Health
Department to Thomas Healey, Chief, Industrial Waste Unit, attaching sampling
results;

• November 6, 1984 EPA Memorandum from Dick Brunker, Toxicologist to
Douglass Hill, Environmental Scientist, re: A Toxicological Assessment of
Clearview Landfill;

• Undated letter from Edmund J. Skernolis, Chief, Site Investigation & Support
Section, EPA to Commissioner A.J. Henley, Philadelphia Health Department,



enclosing a November 5, 1984 report titled "Clearview Landfill Follow-up
Inspection," with handwritten comments;

• Same as previous document, without handwritten comments;
• December 16, 1999 Property Access Form, attaching December 16, 1999 letter

from Drew Lausch, EPA to Philadelphia Law Department;
• July 5, 2000 letter from Patrick K. O'Neill, Esquire, Philadelphia Law

Department to Drew Lausch, EPA enclosing June 30, 2000 Property Access
Form; and,

• February 1976 Final Environmental Impact Statement, Eastwick Urban Renewal
Area, prepared by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Question #10: Information About Other PRPs

At the present time, we have collected from the files of the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental Protection the following documents that indicate that
several other parties appear to have used Clearview Landfill or Folcroft Landfills/Annex:

• April 9, 1973 letter from Celotex to DER (implicating Celotex Corporation ["and
the preceding company Barrett Roofing"])

• June 3, 1973 newspaper article from the Philadelphia Inquirer (implicating Tri-
County Hauling, owned by SCA Corporation of Boston, which had a contract
with Delaware County);

• June 17, 1959 newspaper article form the Evening Bulletin (implicating Upper
Darby, "22 municipalities," Pennsylvania Railroad, Philadelphia Electric, and The
Marine Corps)

• June 24, 1969 newspaper article from the Delaware County Times (implicating
The "Haverford-Radnor-Marple Sewer Authority")

• August 15,1973 Memorandum from Bruce Beitler, DER to the file (implicating
MAS Paints);

• January 11, 1967 Pennsylvania Department of Health Field Record (implicating
Norristown);

• February 21, 1968 Pennsylvania Department of Health Field Record (implicating
Brighton Chemical, Co.)

• September 1989 Site Investigation Report for the Folcroft Landfill and Tinicum
Marsh (implicating the Philadelphia Navy Yard, Boeing Vertol, and American
Viscose); and,

• Records reproduction requests in the Smalls v. Korman litigation (implicating ITE
Circuit Breaker, General Electric, and Henkels & McCoy).

We are continuing our search of the agency files and will supplement this response with
any additional documents we obtain.



Question #12: Information (presumably documents) related to the "Philadelphia
Clearview Property"

The City of Philadelphia has never owned or operated the Clearview Landfill.
We do possess the following documents that appear to be related to property rights in the
vicinity of the Clearview Landfill and we provide such documents without commenting
on their legal effect or import:

• September 29, 1969 Indenture between the Redevelopment Authority of the City
of Philadelphia (grantor) and the City of Philadelphia (grantee);

• January 5, 1970 Deed of Dedication;

Given that Question #3 seeks information or documents related to City-owned
property that the Environmental Protection Agency associates with the Clearview
Landfill, the City objects to any such association. Accordingly, the City does not possess
any information or documents concerning the so-called "Philadelphia Clearview
Property."

Without waving the City's objection, the City does recognize that the Clearview
Landfill is quite close to the boundary of the City of Philadelphia and, from time to time,
has been a physical feature that has created certain issues both with Philadelphia citizens
and parts of Philadelphia City government. Therefore, while not responsive to Question
#3 as specifically stated by EPA, the City provides the following documents, which can
best be described as related documents that refer to the impacts of the Clearview Landfill
on property within the limits of the City of Philadelphia:

• December 1972 Recreation Program & Planning Study, the Eastwick District
Park Site, by Joseph D. Kuo;

• July 3, 1981 letter from Earle H. Sedden, Hedgerow Residents' Association to
Alvin Zion, Philadelphia Recreation Department, enclosing hand drawn map;

• August 4, 1981 letter from Alvin Zion, Philadelphia Recreation Department to
Earle H. Sedden, Hedgerow Residents' Association;

• December 7, 1981 letter from Lois Shaub, Eastwick PAC to Alvin Zion,
Philadelphia Recreation Department;

• February 24, 1982 letter from Chip Bassett, Eastwick PAC to Alvin Zion,
Philadelphia Recreation Department, enclosing map with handwritten comments
and a December 8, 1981 DER Notice of Violation to Clearview Land
Development Co.;

• June 16, 1982 Notice of Violation from DER to Commissioner Nathaniel
Washington, Philadelphia Recreation Department;

• August 3, 1982 Memorandum from W. Wilson Goode, Philadelphia Managing
Director to Nathaniel Washington, Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation
Department, re: Two Vetoed Recreation Department Projects;



• December 6, 1982 note from C. Dougherty to Stan Carroll, enclosing
correspondence and DER permit related to DeLorenzo Twin County Disposal,
Inc.;

• January 25, 1983 letter from Regina Eichinger, Eastwick PAC to Nathaniel
Washington, Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation Department;

• February 2, 1983 Notice of Violation from DER to Nathaniel Washington,
Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation Department;

• February 25, 1983 Memorandum from George Karalius, Deputy Commissioner to
Nathaniel Washington, Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation Department, re:
Eastwick Regional Park - Undeveloped Site;

• February 25, 1983 Memorandum from George Karalius, Deputy Commissioner to
Nathaniel Washington, Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation Department, re:
Eastwick Regional Park - Undeveloped Site (copy of the previous document
without the letterhead);

• February 27, 1984 letter from Chip Bassett, Eastwick PAC to George Karalius,
Philadelphia Recreation Department;

• March 5, 1984 letter from George V. Karalius, Deputy Commissioner to Chip
Bassett, Eastwick PAC;

• October 18, 1984 letter from Stanley J. Carroll, P.E., Philadelphia Recreation
Department to Councilwoman Anna Cibotti Verna, enclosing two previous letters
between the same correspondents;

• November 27, 1984 Memorandum from A.J. Henley, Deputy Health
Commissioner to Nathaniel Washington, Commissioner, Philadelphia Recreation
Department, re: Clearview Landfill;

• January 26, 1987 Memorandum from Stanley J. Carroll, Philadelphia Recreation
Department to David Dambly, Philadelphia Department of Public Property, re:
Eastwick Regional Park, Right-of-Way to Heller's Dump;

• February 23, 1987 Memorandum from David Dambly, Philadelphia Department
of Public Property to Stanley J. Carroll, Philadelphia Recreation Department, re:
Eastwick Regional Park, Right-of-Way to Heller's Dump;

• Undated, untitled hand drawn sketch of "Right Away" to Hook Road

With the same qualifications, we provide the following maps and land use history
documents concerning the area within the City closest to the Clearview Landfill:

• Excerpt from the 1872 Atlas of West Philadelphia;
• Excerpt from 1895 Baist's Property Atlas;
• Excerpt from a 1910 Atlas;
• 1945 aerial photograph;
• 1950 sketch of area by the Sanborn Map Company;
• 1969/1970 Plan concerning a portion of the 40th Ward;
• 2001 contour map;
• January 1973 Master Plan of Eastwick District Park;
• August 1982 Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan Review, Policy Paper, Philadelphia

City Planning Commission.



Thank you for accepting this initial response. As stated we will provide the agency
with narrative answers to the 104(e) questions by the end of next week. Additionally, the
City will continue to investigate the possibility of the existence of additional responsive
information or documents.

Very truly yours,

Patrick K. O'Neill
Senior Attorney

Enclosure

cc: Daniel W. Cantu-Hertzler, Corporate Chair



JAMES ASHER LYNCH, HI, ESQUIRE
i i < i W. Eagle Rd.
Havertown, PA 19083
Attorney I.D. 121600
(215) 446- 4340

Attorney for Clearview Land
Development Corporation

DAVID J. SMALL, ET AL
Plaintiffs

VS.

THE KORMAN CORPORATION, ET At
Defendants

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
Philadelphia COUNTY
NO. 781 JAN. TERM 1986

NOTICE

You have been sued in Court. If you wish to defend against the claims
set fo r th in the following pages, you must take action within twenty (20) days
after this Pleading and Notice are served, by entering in writing with the Court

your defenses or objections to the claims set fo r th against you. You are warned
that if you fail to do so the case mav proceed without you and a judgment
may be entered against you by the Cour t wi thout fu r the r notice for any money
claimed in the Complaint or for any other claim or relief requested by the P l a i n t i f f .
You may lose money or property or other rights impor tant to you.

YOU SHOULD T A K E THIS P A P E R TO YOUR L A W Y E R AT ONCE. IF
YOU DO NOT HAVE A L A W Y E R OR C A N N O T A F F O R D ONE, GO TO OR TELEPHONE
THE OFFICE SET FORTH B E L O W TO F I N D OUT WHERE YOU CAN GET HELP.

AVISO

L« han demandado a listed en l;i cor t< \ Si usted quiere defenderse de
estas dnmandas expuestas en las paginns siguinntes, usted tiene veinte ( 2 0 ) dias
de plnzo al partir de la fecha de la demanda y la notificacion. Hace fal ta asentar
una comparencia escrita o en persona o con un abogado y entregar a la corte
en f o r m a escrita sus defensas o sus objeciones a las demandas en contra de
su persona. Sea avisado quo si usted no se defienda, la corte tomara medidas
y peuda continuar la demanda en contra suya sin previo aviso o notificacion.
Ademas, la corte puede decidir a favor del demandante y requiere que usted
cumpla com todas las provisiones de est r lemnnda. Usted puede perder dinero
o sus propeidades u otros derechos importantes para usted.

LLEVE ESTA D E M A N D A A UN A B O D A D O I M M E D I A T A M E N T E . SI NO
TIEN'h A B O G A D O 0 SI NO T I E N E EL I M N t i R O SUFICIENTE DE' P A G A R TAL
SERVICIO, V A Y A EN P E R S O N A 0 L I . A M E POR TELEFONO A LA OFICINA CUYA
niRECCION SE E N C U E N T R A ESCRITA ADAJO P A R A A V E R I G U A R DONDE SE
PUEDH CONSEGU1R ASISTENCIA L E G A L .

LAWYERS' REFERENCE SERVICE
One Reading Center, Philadelphia, PA 19107

(215) 238 - 1701



JAMES ASHER LYNCH, III . ESQUIRE
66 W. Eagle Rd.
Havertown, PA 19083
Attorney I.D. #21600
(215) 446-4340

DAVID J. SMALL, ET AL
Plaintiffs

VS.

THE K O R M A N CORPORATION, ET AL
Defendants

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY i
NO. 781 January Term.1986 •

ANSWER CONTAINING NEW MATTER OF i
DEPENDANT. CLEARVIEW LAND DEVELOPMENT CORP. j

i
TO COMPLAINT |

i
Defendant, by and through his attorney, JAMES ASHER LYNCH, HI i

i
ESQUIRE, makes the fol lowing Ansxvcr to P l a in t i f f s ' Complaint as follows: ;i
1.-65. Inclusive. A f t e r reasonable investifiation, Answering Defendan t is without jii

knowledge or i n f o r m a t i o n s u f f i c i e n t to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the j

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except .

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial. :

i
66. ADMITTED.

67.-90. Inclusive. A f t e r reasonable investigation, Answer ing Defendant is wi thout

knowledge or information sufficient to fo rm a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

91. ADMITTED.



92.-99. Inclusive A f t e r reasonable inves t iga t ion , A n s w e r i n g De fendan t is wi thout

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) p a r a g r a p h ( s ) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

100. ADMITTED.

101. A f t e r reasonable invest igat ion. Answer ing Defendan t is without

knowledge or informat ion sufficient to form a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

102.-103. A D M I T T E D .

104.-105. ADMITTED.

106. DENIED. It is denied that Defendan t Clearview Land Develop-

ment Corporation is a corporation doing business at the address set forth in

the caption above. To the contrary, the business of Defendant CLEARVIEW

ceased to exist in or before the ynar 1974, and prior thereto the business of

the aforesaid corporation was not conducted at the address set fo r th in the

caption of the complaint . Defendant d e m a n d s strict proof of the averments

of paragraph 106 at t ime of trial of this mat ter .

107. DENIED. It is denied tha t Defendan t R I C H A R D HELLER

is an individual doing business at the address set for th in the above captioned
i

matter. Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial. <

108. ADMITTED IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted :

that Defendant CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC. is a corporation. However, it is

denied that Defendant CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC. conducts its business at the

address set for th in the capt ion of the compla in t . S t r ic t proof thereof is demanded

at t ime of trial.



109. A D M I T T E D IN P A R T . DENIED IN PART. It is admitted

that Defendant R O M A ASSOCIATES, INC. is a corporation. However, it is denied

that Defendant R O M A ASSOCIATES, INC. conducts its business at the address

set fo r th in the caption of the c o m p l n i n t . S t r ic t proof thereof is demanded

at t ime of trial.

110. ADMITTED.

111.-114. Inclusive. Af te r reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or in format ion s u f f i c i e n t to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s ) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

115. DENIED. It is denied that Defendants John A. Doe Corp.,

John B. Doe Corp., John C. Doe Corp., John D. Doe Corp., John E. Doe Corp.

are domestic and/or foreign corporations whose wastes were disposed of in the

CLEARVIEVV LANDFILL. Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial.



GENERAL AVERMENTS

116. A f t e r reasonable investigation, Answer ing Defendan t is without i

knowledge or informat ion s u f f i c i e n t to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except ;

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

117. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without <

knowledge or in format ion suff ic ient to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except !

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this ( these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants. '

118. and 119. A f t e r reasonable investigation. Answering Defendant is without <•i
knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the |

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) . and makes no response hereto except ;

to deny same and de'mand strict proot thereof at t ime of trial. i
i

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

120. ADMITTED IN PART. D E N I E D IN PART. It is admitted

that RICHARD HELLER was a principal of the CLEARVIEW L A N D DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION, but it is denied1 that Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER was a principal

at any time material hereto insofar as the CLEARVIEW LAND DEVELOPMENT

CORPORATION landf i l l closed in or before the year 1974.

Defendant further denies that Defendant EDWARD HELLER

was ever a principal of C L E A R V I E W L A N D DEVELOPMENT C O R P O R A T I O N and

avers that Defendant E D W A R D HELLER retired in the year 1969, and had no

association whatsoever wi th Defendant CLEARVIEW at any time material hereto.

By way of f u r t h e r Answer, Answering Defendant avers that

the Court of Common Pleas of Delaware County entered an Order dated January



15, I960 as per the Honorable Joseph T. L a b r u m that the City of Phi ladelphia

had permanently interferred with Petitioner's, (Defendant CLEARVIEW and Defendant
i

R O M A ASSOCIATES, INC.), access to their property and f u r t h e r , that there

had been a consequent defacto taking as of March 23, 1976. A true and correct ;

copy of the aforesaid Order of Court is attached hereto, made a part hereof,

and marked Exhibit "A". •
I;

Final ly , it is denied as a conclusion of law that either Defendant

RICHARD HELLER and/or Defendant E D W A R D HELLER participated in any tortious ,

conduct and the averments relating to conduct are specifically denied as conclusioas

of law. Strict proof of the averments of pnragraph 121) are hereby demanded j

at time of trial.

121. After reasonable investigation. Answering Defendan t is without 1

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

122. ADMITTED IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted

that the Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER was formerly a principal of Defendant

ROMA ASSOCIATES, INC., but it is denied that he was a principal of Defendant

R O M A ASSOCIATES. INC. at all times mater ial hereto. It is fu r ther denied

as a conclusion of law tha t Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER participated in any

tortious conduct and the averments re la t ing to conduct are specifically denied

as conclusions of law. Strict proof is hereby demanded at time of trial.

123. DENIED. It is denied that Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER

was a principal of GRAVES RESOURCE M A N A G E M E N T , and it is fur ther denied

that Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER ever participated in any tortious conduct

as the same constitutes a conclusion of law. Strict proof of the averments

of paragraph 123 are demanded at t ime of trial.



124. A f t e r reasonable invest igat ion, Answer ing Defendant is w i t h o u t

knowledge or i n f o r m a t i o n suf f ic ient to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except ,

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial .

125. A f t e r reasonable investigation. Answer ing Defendant is wi thout :

knowledge or i n f o r m a t i o n su f f i c i en t to fo rm a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) pa ragraph(s ) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial .

Furthermore, this ( these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

126. ADMITTED IN PART. D E N I E D IN PART. It is admit ted

that Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER was a principal of CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC..

However, it is denied as a conclusion of law that R I C H A R D HELLER ever participate^

in any alleged tortious conduct as sot fo r th in P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint . Strict

proof is demanded at t ime of trial.

127. Af te r reasonable investigation, Answer ing Defendant is wi thout j

knowledge or in format ion s u f f i c i e n t to f o r m a belief as to the t r u t h of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) . and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial. j

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

128. A D M I T T E D IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted

that Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER was a principal of C L E A R V I E W L A N D DEVELOP-

MENT CORPORATION, and that Defendant CLEARVIEW operated a landfi l l at

Avenue A and Darby Creek Road, Darby Township, De laware County , Pennsylvania.

It is denied that the Defendan t C L E A R V I E W operated the aforesaid l a n d f i l l a f t e r

the year 1974, and it is f u r t h e r denied that any of the property owned by the

Defendan t C L E A R V I E W was within thn border of the City and Coun ty of Philadelphia.



By way of f u r t h e r a n s w e r , i t is denied that Defendant E D W A R D

H E L L E R ever, at any t ime, operated a l a n d f i l l at the location described in

the Complaint, and it is still fu r the r denied that Defendant E D W A R D HELLER

at any t ime operated a l andf i l l in the capacity of a principal for the Defendant

CLEARVIEW. Strict proof hereof is demanded at time of trial.

129. ADMITTED IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted ;
i

that during the years Defendant C L E A R V I E W operated it did accept for disposal !

waste which it was permitted to accept for disposal by law. However, Defendant

C L E A R V I E W specifically denies that it ever accepted hazardous wastes for disposal.

Strict proof of the averments of paragraph 129 are demanded at time of trial. !

130. DENIED. It is denied that Defendants R I C H A R D HELLER, ;

E D W A R D HELLER AND CLEARVIEW were ever official ly and formal ly "cited" |
*

by the Pennsylvania Depar tment of Environmental Resources for the illegal i

disposal of wastes. Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial. i

131. ADMITTED IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted |

that the CLEARVIEW L A N D F I L L closer) and ceased operations permanently in ;

or about August 1973 a f t e r an appeal to the Commonweal th Court , which sustained

an Order of the D e l a w a r e County Cour t Court of Common Pleas. However, •

it is denied that the closure occurred af ter repeated violations, citations and

contempt orders. Strict proof is demanded at t ime of trial.

132. DENIED. It is denied that Defendants E D W A R D HELLER, ;

R I C H A R D HELLER and/or CLEARVIEW continued to dispose of waste and permit

disposal of wastes at the CLEARVIEW landf i l l after its closure in or about

August of 1973. Strict proof is demanded at time of trial.



133.. 133(a)-(r). Inclusive. DENIED. All allegations of fact and law contained

in paragraph 133 of P la in t i f f s ' Complaint are hereby denied, and each and ;
I

every allegation concerning any alleged violations of law on the part of Answering

Defendant, its agents, servants, and employees are denied and deemed at issue.

Strict proof of all averments of paragraph 133 are hereby demanded at time \

of trial. ;

134. DENIED. Defendant denies that any hazardous waste, including

those listed in paragraph 134 of P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint, were released. Strict !.

proof thereof is demanded at time of trial. I
i

135. DENIED. Af te r reasonable investigation. Answering Defendant is without!

knowledge or information suff ic ient to fo rm a belief as to the truth of the •
I

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except ;
ii

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

136. DENIED. Defendants deny that GRAVES operated a hazardous

waste transfer facility at the C L E A R V I E W landfill site during the years 1980

and 1981, or any other tine. Strict proof is demanded at time of trial.

137. DENIED. It is denied that Defendant DeLorenzo operated

a hazardous waste t ransfer faci l i ty on the CLEARVIEW landfil l site during the

years 1981 and 1982, or at any other time. Strict proof thereof is demanded

at time of trial.

138. DENIED. It is denied that Defendant DeLorenzo operated

a hazardous waste t ransfer facil i ty on the CLEARVIEW landfi l l site during the

years 1981 and 1982, or at any other t iem. Strict proof thereof is demanded

at r ime of trial.



139. Af te r reasonable? investigation. Answer ing Defendant is wi thout

knowledge or in format ion su f f i c i en t to f o r m a belief as to the t r u th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

Furthermore, this ( these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants .

140. Af ter reasonable investigation, Answering Defendan t is without

knowledge or information su f f i c i en t to form a belief as to the t ruth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

141.-144. After reasonable investigation. Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or information suff ic ient to form a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this ( these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

145. DENIED. Defendant denies that R O M A ASSOCIATES, INC.

operated an asphalt plant on the CLEARVIEW landfill from 1973 to 1976, or

at any other time. Answering Defendant demands strict proof at time of trial.

146. DENIED for the reasons stated in answer to paragraph 145.

Strict proof of the averments of this paragraph are demanded at t ime of trial.

147. DENIED. Answering Defendant avers that insofar as it has

denied the existence of the operation of an asphalt p lant that no wastes of

any kind whatsoever were released f r o m 1973 to 1976 by Defendant R O M A

in the operation of any asphalt plant. Strict proof is demanded at time of

trial.



148. D E N I E D , for the reasons stated in answer to paragraph 146.

Strict proof of the averments of this paragraph are demanded at time of trial.

149. ADMITTED IN PART. DENIED IN PART. It is admitted
i

that Defendants City of Philadelphia and Delaware County disposed of municipal

waste in the CLEARVIEW landfi l l prior to the closing of the landfil l . However,

it is denied that the amount of munic ipa l waste can be factual ly characterized ]
i

as "large". Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial. ,
i

150.. 150(a)-(b). Inclusive. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant 'ii
is without knowledge or informat ion su f f i c i en t to fo rm a belief as to the truth i
of the averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto

except to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial. :

Furthermore, this ( these) averments state legal conclusions ;
i

and relate solely to other Defendants. 'ii
151.-156. Inclusive. DENIED. Answering Defendant avers that these paragraphs !

I
pertain to other Defendants concerning whose actions or omissions the Defendant, !

j
after reasonable investigation is w i thou t knowledge sufficient to f o r m a belief '

as to the t ru th of the averments of these paragraphs. The averments are accordingly
i

denied to the extent relevant, and str ict proof is demanded at time of trial. ;

157. DENIED. It is denied that Defendant C I T Y W I D E disposed

of large amounts of municipal, industrial, solid and hazardous wastes into the :

CLEARVIEW landfill. Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial. .

158.-161(c). Inclusive. Af t e r reasonable investigation. Answering Defendant is

without knowledge or in format ion suf f ic ien t to form a belief as to the truth

of the averments in this (these) pa ragraph(s ) , and makes no response hereto

except to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments s ta te legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.



162. Af te r reasonable investigation, Answer ing Defendan t is wi thout
:

knowledge or in fo rmat ion suff ic ient to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and d e m a n d strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants .

163. . A f t e r reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or informat ion suff ic ient to f o r m a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate, in part, to alleged actions of other Defendants. Strict proof is

demanded at time of triai.

164. Af te r - reasonab le investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or in format ion suf f i c ien t to form a belief as to the t ru th of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate, in part, to alleged actions of other Defendants . Strict proof is

demanded at time of trial.

165.-171. Inclusive. Af te r reasonable investigation. Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of tr ial .

Furthermore , this (these) averments state legal conclusions.



COUNT I

UNDER THE PENNSYLVANIA SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT ACT

172. Each of the Answers to the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were herein set forth at length.

173. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or informat ion sufficient to fo rm a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions.

Strict proof is demanded at time of trial.

COUNT II

UNDER THE PENNSYLVANIA CLEAN STREAMS LAW

174. Each of the Answers to the preceding paragraphs is incor- :

porated herein by reference as though the same were herein set forth at length. I
i

175.-177, Inclusive. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without j

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the |
i

averments in this (these) paragraph(s), and makes no response hereto except i

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.
i

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions
i

and strict proof thereof is demanded at t ime of trial. 1



COUNT III

STRICT LIABILITY FOR ULTRA HAZARDOUS ACTIVITY

178. Each of the Answers to the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were set for th at length. !
i

179.-181(e). Inclusive. DENIED. To the extent that the averments of these i

paragraphs per ta in to actions and/or omissions by other Defendants , the Answering;

Defendant , a f ter reasonable investigation, is without suff ic ient knowledge or !
i

information to fo rm a belief as to the t ruth of the averments in this paragraph. \
i

These averments are .accordingly denied by Answering Defendan t , and, to the \

extent relevant, strict proof is demanded at time of trial. ;
i

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions of law '

to which no answer is required and relate, in part, to other defendants. !

COUNT IV

NEGLIGENCE

182. Each of the Answers of the preceding paragraphs is incorpo- j

rated herein by reference as though the same were set for th at length. ;

183.-193. Inclusive. DENIED. Answering Defendant denies all allegations of

fact, law, and liability and fur ther denies each and every averment concerning ;

Defendants' alleged actions and/or omissions, knowledge, negligence, violations
i

of law, actions of misconduct, and fa i lu re to issue warnings or take precautionary

measures, and the averments of damage or injury are further denied. Answer

Defendants fur ther deny that he.she or it had any du ty to any of the Plaint i f fs .

Morever, the averments contained in these paragraphs are

conclusions of law to which no response is required. Str ict proof is hereof

demanded at time of trial.



COUNT V

NUISANCE

194. Each of the Answers of the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the snme were set forth at length.

195. DENIED. It is denied that the alleged acts and omissions

of Defendants have created a nuisance condition in and around the CLEARV1EW

landfill. Strict proof thereof is demanded at time of trial.

196. and 197. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or information suff icient to fo rm a belief as to the t ruth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

198. DENIED as a conclusion of law to which no response is

required.

COUNT VI

TRESPASS

199. Each of the Answers of the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were set for th at length.

200. DENIED. Answering Defendants deny that P la in t i f f s ' land

has been trespassed upon and interferred with, and Defendants further deny

that he, she or it has interferred with Pla in t i f f s ' exclusive possession of their

lands by releasing waste f rom the landfi l l . Morever, these averments state

legal conclutions to which no answer is required. Strict proof is demanded at

time of trial.



201. DENIED. Each and every averment of misconduct, liability, ;

damage contained in this paragraph are denied by Answering Defendant . Morever,

the averments of this paragraph are conclusions of law to which no response ;

is required. Strict proof is demanded at time of trial.

WHEREFORE, Defendant respectfully requests that the P la in t i f f s '
i

Complaint be dismissed and judgment entered on behalf of Defendant , plus costs

and any other relief allowed by law. j
i
i

COUNT VII

VS. KOHMAN CORPORATION, NEW EASTWICK CORPORATION,

AND REYNOLDS METALS GO. FOR FRAUD ,
i

202. Each of the Answers of the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were set forth at length.

203.-231(d). Inclusive. Af t e r reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth

of the averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto

except to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.



COUNT VIII

NEGLIGENCE

VS, REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY AND CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

232. Each of the allegations of the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were set fo r th at length.

233.-239. Inclusive. After reasonable investigation, Answering Defendant is without

knowledge or informat ion suf f ic ien t to fo rm a belief as to the truth of the

averments in this (these) paragraph(s) , and makes no response hereto except

to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at time of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants.

COUNT IX

VS. KORMAN CORPORATION/NEW EASTW1CK CORPORATION

AND REYNOLDS METALS CO.

FOR BREACH OF CONTRACT

240. Each of the allegations of the preceding paragraphs is incor-

porated herein by reference as though the same were set for th at length.

242.-246(b). Inclusive. Af te r reasonable investigation, Answer ing Defendant is

without knowledge or in format ion suf f ic ien t to form a belief as to the truth

of the averments in this (these) pa rng raph( s ) , and makes no response hereto

except to deny same and demand strict proof thereof at t ime of trial.

Furthermore, this (these) averments state legal conclusions

and relate solely to other Defendants .



NEW MATTER j

For further and more specific Answer, and by way of further

defense, Answering Defendant herein alleges the fo l lowing New Matter:
i

247. The Complaint is t ime barred by the applicable Statute of Limi-

tations.

248. P la in t i f f s ' claim is t ime barred by the Doctrine of Laches.

249. P la in t i f f s ' claim is barred by the Doctrine of Res Judicata

and Collaterol Estoppel in that a previous closure procedure involving the Defen-

dants herein failed to include and litigate the issues and matters complained of

herein, and said action was raised in another suit by Defendant K O R M A N CORP-

ORATION, and Defendant REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY, the P la in t i f f s ' predeces- [

sors in title.

250. P la in t i f f s ' complaint is t ime barred by their fa i lu re to give

timely notice pursuant to Pennsy lvan ia Clean Streams Law. j
i

251. The P la in t i f f s have an adequate remedy at law in that their :

claim for nuisance is a clbim for a public nuisance, the cause of action for wh ich 1

i
lies exclusively with the local munic ipa l i ty . " 1i
252. The Court lacks subject matter jurisdict ion over the causes

of action asserted by the Plaintiffs.

253. The Court lacks persona! jurisdiction over D e f e n d a n t E D W A R D

HELLER.

254. The Plaintiffs ' complaint fails to state a cause of action against

the Answering Defendant.

255. The P la in t i f f s have failed to exhaust administrative remedies

as required by law, failed to give notice as required by law, and fai led to t imely

file administrative proceedings as required by law.



256. P l a in t i f f s ' action is barred by the applicable Statute of Fraud.

257. P l a i n t i f f s were contr ibutori ly and/or comparatively negligent.

258. Plaintiffs assumed the risk for the damages complained of in ;

their Complaint because the homes purchased by Plaintiffs were not constructed

or built on a landfill.

259. Defendants owe no duty to Plaintiffs with respect to land adjacent

to or in the vicinity of the land upon which Plaintiffs' homes were built. j

260. Defendants owe no duty to Plaintiffs to conduct any investi- .

gation concerning the condition of the land upon which P l a i n t i f f s ' houses were

built. !
i

261. Defendants did not withhold or fail to disclose any facts known
i

to them concerning the land on which P la in t i f f s ' houses were built or the land

adjacent or in the vicinity of the land upon which Plaintiffs ' houses were built.

262. Defendants had no knowledge, and presently have no knowledge;

of any hazardous, dangerous or toxic waste disposal on land on which Plaintiffs'

houses were built or on land adjacent or in the vicinity of the land on which Plain-

t i f f s ' houses were bui l t .

263. Defendants, and each of them, are not in privity of contract

with, and owe no duty to, the Plaint i f fs , and each of them.

264. The f a i r market value of P la in t i f f s ' homes has not decreased,

but has in fact increased during the past 15 years.

265. If the actual market values of Plaintiffs' homes have decreased,

such decrease has been caused solely by the activities of Plaintiffs and their counsel

in publicizing their contentions through the media and to prospective purchasers.

266. Plaint i f fs have waived and are estopped f rom asserting the claim

set forth in the Complaint.



] 267. The P l a in t i f f s ' c l n i m should be dismissed or barred because

it has failed to join necessary and indispensable parties, including but not limited

to, all business discharging waste into the Darby Creek and its tributaries, and

the owners of the Philadelphia Air Port.

268. The claims of all P l a i n t i f f s who purchased their homes subsequent

to the closing of the CLEARVIEW LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION landfill

are barred under the Doctrine of Assumpt ion of Risk and otherwise fai l to state

causes of action against the Defendants .

269. The Court does not have subject matter jurisdiction over Def-

endant CLEARVIEW LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, Defendant EDWARD

HELLER and/or Defendant RICHARD H E L L E R , and/or Defendant CITYWIDE SERVICES,

INC. insofar as the CLEARVIEW L A N D DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION is not and

never has been located at 83rd and Buist Avenue, nor has it ever operated within

the City and County of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania border.

270. Venue is not properly laid in the City and County of Phila-

delphia, or in the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia.

271. Venue is properly in the Court of Common Pleas of Delaware

County,

272. Defendant CLEARVIEW did not conduct business within the

delphia city limits, has no place of business nor registered of f ice within the said ;
i

city limits, and owns no real estate within the said City limits.

273. Count II of Plaint i ffs ' Complaint states no cause of action against

Defendant RICHARD HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law.



274. Count III of Plaint i f fs ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant RICHARD HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

275. Count IV of P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

276. Count V of P l a in t i f f s ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

277. Count VI of Plaintiffs' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant RICHARD HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

278. Count VII of P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant R I C H A R D HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

279. Count VDI of P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant RICHARD HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

280. Count IX of P l a i n t i f f s ' Complaint states no cause of action

against the Defendant RICHARD HELLER under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams

Act.

281. The allegations contained in Plaintiffs' Complaint are insuffi-

cient to support a claim for punitive damages.



282. Answer ing D e f e n d a n t owed no d u t y of care to the Pla in t i f f s . i
283. If the P la in t i f f s had suf fe red the injur ies complained of, the i

proximate cause of their injuries was their own negligence. ;
i

283. The Court lacks inpersonam jurisdiction over the causes of action

asserted by Plaintiffs. i
i

284. The operations of Answer ing Defendant , if any , were conducted!

pursuant to. and in accordance with licenses and permits issued to it by the appro-

priate governmental agencies.

WHEREFORE, Answer ing Defendant requests that Plaintiffs '

Complaint be dismissed and judgment be entered on behalf of Defendant.

J A M E S ASHER LYNCH, III,ESQ.
Attorney for Answering Defendant



The undersigned hereby ver i f ies tha t he is ah off icer in ci e a r v i e w L a n d

Deve lop . C o r p . , that he is authorized to take this ver i f icat ion, and having read

the attached pleading, verfies t ha t the w i t h i n pleading is based on i n f o r m a t i o n f u r -

nished to counsel, which i n f o r m a t i o n has been gathered by counsel in the course

of this lawsuit. The language of the pleading is that of counsel and not of signer.

Signer verfies that he has read the wi th in pleading and that it is true and correct

to the best of his knowledge, i n f o r m a t i o n and belief. To the extent that the conte

of the pleading are that of counsel, v e r f i e r has relied upon counsel in taking this

verf icat ion.

This verif icat ion is made subject to the penalties of 18 Pa. C.S. §4904 relat ing

to unsworn fa l s i f i ca t ion to authori t ies.

Dated;



JAMES ASHER LYNCH, III, ESQ.
66 West Eagle Rd.
Havertown. PA 19083
Attorney I.D. #21600
(215) 446-4340________

DAVID J. SMALL, ET AL
Plaintiffs

VS.

THE K O R M A N CORPORATION, ET AL
Defendants

Attorney for:
Richard Heller, Edward Heller,
Citywide Services, Inc.,
Clearview Land Development.
Inc., and Roma Associates.Inc.

COURT OF COMMON PLEAS
PHILADELPHIA COUNTY
NO. 781 January Term,1986

C E R T I F I C A T I O N O F S E R V I C E

I hereby certify that on May 1, 1986 I did serve a copy of Answer, New Matter on Def-
endant RICHARD HELLER, Defendant E D W A R D HELLER, Defendant CITYWIDE !
SERVICES, INC., Defendant CLEARVIEW L A N D DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, and j
Defendant ROMA ASSOCIATES, INC. upon the following counsel of record j
by First Class U.S. Mail, Postage Prepaid, addressed as follows:

Alvin F. deLevie, Esquire
Suite 900 The Bourse Building
21 South 5th Street
Philadelphia. PA 19106

Leo A. Hackett, Esquire
Fronefield and deFuria
107 W. Third Street
P.O. Box 647
Media, PA 19063

Francis P. Connors, Esquire
Delaware County Solicitor
Delaware County Courthouse
Front Street
Media, PA 19063

Mark H. MacQueen, Esquire
Law Dept., 15th Floor
City of Philadelphia
1540 Municipal Services Bldg.
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Mark L. Alderman, Esquire
Steven A. Arbit t ier , Esq.
12th Floor Packard Building
15th and Chestnut Streets
Philadelphia, PA 19102

John S. DiGiorgio, Esquire
Solicitor - Legan Division
Redevelopment Authority
1234 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107

JAMES ASHER LYNCH, IU.ESQ.
Attorney for Defendant



IN THE COURT OF COMMON PLEAS OF DELAWARE COUNTY, PENNSYLVANIA
CIVIL ACTION - LAW

CLEARVIEW LAND DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, INC.: No. 76-3492
and ROMA ASSOCIATES, INC.

vs. :

THE COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, :
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION,
THE REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE :
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, THE CITY OF
PHILADELPHIA, and THE CITY OF :
PHILADELPHIA, DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC PROPERTY : IN EMINENT DOMAIN

Robert James Jackson, Esquire, Attorney for Plaintiffs
George Bristol, Esquire, Assistant Attorney General
Peter A. Galente, Esquire, Attorney for The Redevelopment

Authority of the City of Philadelphia
David Rosenblum, Esquire, Assistant City Solicitor

O R D E R
LABRUM, J. FILED: 1/15/80

AND NOW, January 15, 1980, upon consideration of the

testimony, briefs and arguments presented before this Court,

it is the finding of this Court that:

1. The Petitioners are entitled to benefits of

the Eminent Domain Code;

2. The City of Philadelphia has permanently

interfered with Petitioners' access to their property;

EXHIBIT "A1



3. There has been a consequent de facto taking.

4. The date of the taking is March 23, 1976, the

date on which the Petition for Appointment of Viewers was

filed.

Accordingly, the Preliminary objections of the city

of Philadelphia to the Petition for Appointment of a Jury of

View be and the same are hereby dismissed.

It is further Ordered that the Jury of View heretofore

appointed proceed in accordance with the Order of Appointment

of March 23, 1976 as amended by the Order of September 27, 1979.

BY THE COURT:

JOSBPH T. LABRUM, JR. JL/JUDGE

-2-



CITY OF PHILADELPHIA
LAW DEPARTMENT
BY: MARK H. MACQUEEN
ASSISTANT CITY SOLICITOR
ATTORNEY I.D. #37232
1500 MUNICIPAL SERVICES BUILDING
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19102
(215) 686-5247
ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANT
CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

,U
YOU ARE HEr.EBY

THE ENGIR
T W E N T Y (20) CAYS FFOV. S
OR A DEFAULT ̂ j C E N T E R E D

DAVID J. SMALLS, et al.

V.

THE KDRMAN CORPORATION, et al.

CDIRT OF COMMON PLEAS

JANUARY TERM, 1986

No. 781

ANSWER CONTAINING NEW MATTER
OF THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

1-65 inclusive. DENIED. After reasonable investigation. Defendant City of

Philadelphia (hereinafter referred to as "the City"), is without knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in

these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

66. Admitted.

67-90 inclusive. DENIED. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

91. Admitted.

92-99 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of



the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

100. Admitted.

101. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge

or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in

this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

102. Admitted.

103-104 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied *nd, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

105. Admitted.

106-115 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

GENERAL AVERMENTS

116-148 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

By way of further answer, the corresponding averments constitute conclusions of

law to which no response is required.

149. Denied as stated. The City disposed of rubbish and incinerator resi-

due at Clearview. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge



or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. By *ay

of further answer, the corresponding averments constitute conclusions of law to

which no response is required.

150. Tt is denied that the City violated any laws of the Conmonwealth of

Pennsylvania, After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining aver-

ments in this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent

relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. Ntoreover,

these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

151. Denied. These averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

152. Denied. The City did not negligently use real property for the ille-

gal disposal of vaste. After reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

remaining averments in this paragraph. The averments are, therefore, denied

and, strict proof thereof, if relevant, is demanded at the time of trial.

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

153. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge

or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in

this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent relevant,

strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. Moreover, these aver-

ments state legal conclusions to which no answar is required.

154. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge or

information sufficient to torm a belief as to the truth of the averments in



this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial, Moreover, these

averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

155. Denied. The City violated no federal, state or local law. After

reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge or information suf-

ficient to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining averments in these

paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent relevant,

strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. Moreover, these aver-

ments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

156. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge

or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in

this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial, Moreover, these

averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

157-171 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

COUNT ONE

172. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

173. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge

or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in



this paragraph. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. Moreover, these

averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is required.

(DUWT TWO

174. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

175-177 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of

the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

COUNT THREE

178. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

179-131 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

ODWT FOER

182. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

183-193 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is

without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of



the averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to

the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

Moreover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

(PUNT FIVE

194. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

195-198. Denied. After reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial,

fcforeover, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

ODUNT SIX

199. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated

herein as though set forth in full.

200-201. Denied, kfter reasonable investigation, the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the

extent relevant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial.

Furthermore, these averments state legal conclusions to which no answer is

required.

COUNT SEVEN

202. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated herein as

though set forth in full.



203-231 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. To the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is

demanded at the time of trial. Furthermore, these averments state legal conclu-

sions and relate solely to other defendants.

OOIKT FJO1T

232. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated herein as

though set forth in full.

233-239 inclusive. Denied. After reasonable investigation the City is without

knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the

averments in these paragraphs. To the extent relevant, strict proof thereof is

demanded at the time of trial. Furthermore, these averments state legal conclu-

sions and relate solely to other defendants.-

MINE

240. Each of the answers to the preceding paragraphs is incorporated here in

as though set forth in full.

241-246. After reasonable investigation, the City is without knowledge or

information sufficient to form a belief as to the truth of the averments in

these paragraphs. The averments are therefore denied and, to the extent rele-

vant, strict proof thereof is demanded at the time of trial. Furthermore, these

averments state legal conclusions to which no response is required.

NEW MATTER

247. The City asserts all defenses available to it under the "Political

Subdivision Tort Claims Act" Act of October 5, 1980, No. 1452, P.L. 693, 42



Pa. C.S. §8541 et seq. and avers that the Plaintiffs' remedies, if any they

have, are limited exclusively thereto.

248. The Conplaint is time-barred as to the City by Plaintiffs' failure to

give timely notice of their claim pursuant to 42 ffe.C.S. §5522.

249. The Complaint is time-barred by the applicable statute of limitations.

250. The Plaintiffs' claims are barred by laches.

251. Plaintiffs were contributorily or comparatively negligent or at fault.

252. Plaintiffs assumed the risk.

253. Plaintiffs have waived and are estopped from asserting the claims set

forth in their complaint.

254. The Complaint (Count Two) is time-barred as to the City by Plaintiffs'

failure to give timely notice of their claim pursuant to the "Pennsylvania Clean

Streams Law", 35 PS §691.1 et seq.

255. Plaintiffs have no standing under the Pennsylvania Solid Waste

Management Act.

256. Plaintiffs have no standing to assert claim for fines, penalties, costs

or damages under the Pennsylvania Clean Streams taw or for a public nuisance.

257. At all times relevant hereto, the City acted justifiably pursuant to

and in furtherance of a public duty.

258. The Court lacks subject matter jurisdiction over the causes of action

asserted by Plaintiffs.



259. The Plaintiffs' complaint fails to state a cause of action against the

City.

City of Philadelphia
Handsel B. Minyard, City Solicitor

/ /̂ ',
By: ••__ '____ __

H." MacQueen, -
Assistant City Solicitor

Attorneys for Defendant
City of Philadelphia



AFFIDAVIT

MARK H. MACQUEEN being duly sworn according to law, deposes and says

that he is an Assistant City Solicitor for the City of Philadelphia and as such

has the authority to take this affidavit, and that the answers contained herein

are true and correct to the best of his Jcnowledge, information and belief.

MAHK H. MACQUGEN

Sworn to and Subscribed
,XBefore me this// day

Of /̂ Ô , 1986

Notary public
. PhaTPhiia. Co.

My CommiMion Expire* Oct. 28. 1960



AGREEMENT made this 1st day of July A. D. 1971 by and between

CLEARVIFH LAND DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, of the one part, hereinaf-

ter called "LICENSOR", and THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, of the other

part, hereinafter called "LICENSEE11.

1. Licensor in consideration of the payments hereinafter set

forth does hereby grant to the Licensee the right to deposit fill

refuse, as collected by the Licensee including, but not limited to,

ashes, rubbish, incinerator residue and bulk refuse, but excluding

garbage on or in those low areas of Licensor situated in Darby

Township, Delaware County, Pennsylvania, as shall be designated by

the Licensor, the said premises being located at 84th Street and

Buiflt Avenue upon the terms and conditions herein set forth.

2. The tern of this agreement shall be ELEVEN (11) MONTHS,

commencing on the 1st day of August 1971 and ending on the 30th day

of June 1972.

This lease shall expire absolutely on said date unless said

date is changed in writing between the parties hereto.

3. Licensee agrees to pay to Licensor the sum of THREE HUN-

DRED FORTY-SIX THOUSAND FIVB HUNDRED (346,500) DOLLARS for- the el-

even months period, payable in monthly installments of THIRTY-ONE

THOUSAND FIVE HUNDRED (31,500) DOLLARS in advance during the said

term of agreement, or any renewal hereof, on the 1st day of each

month.

4. Licensor shall operate a sanitary landfill in and upon the

said premises, and to that and shall provide all required labor,

equipment, watchmen, fire protection and necessary service equip-

ment and facilities. y

5. Licensor shall provide suitable access and egress, include;

ing roadways and lights to auch areas as shall be designated by ftrf

Licensor to be used for dumping, as aforesaid, and such areas shallT

be adequate to receive FIT! HUNDRIp FIFTY THOUSAND (5§0,Q.OO) cubic

yard* of material, as delivered, for a period of eleven months.



Incinerator ash residue requested by the Licensor for land-

fill site improvement will be delivered when the delivery is deem-

ed by the Licensee to be beneficial to the City's interests. In-

•cinerator ash residue delivered at the Licensor's request shall not

be included in computing the 550,000 cubic yards listed above.

The access road, as herein referred to, to the working surface

of the dump shall be an all-weather dust-free road of a maximum

length of one miles from a hard surface paved road for the term of

this contract. The condition of the road shall at all times be

such as to permit travel by City collection vehicles at a minimum

speed of 15 M.P.H. with no damage to the vehicles.

6. The dumping.area, as hereinbefore referred to, shall be

made available to the Licensee for dumping 24 hours a day seven

days a week during the period of this agreement, as Licensee shall
require.

7. The Licensor shall conduct the operation of the Sanitary

Landfill in such a manner as to cause no abnormal delay to dumping

by vehicles of the Licensee.

8. Licensor agrees to secure any and all approvals of, public

authorities having jurisdiction over any part of the operation of

a sanitary landfill area or areas on or in the hereinbefore de-

scribed premises.

9. Licensee agrees that the volume of duaping by it during

the terms of this agreement shall not in the aggregate exceed

HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND (550,000) cubic yards of material, as

by the Licensee. .
10- All salvage rights covering deposited mat-erial shall rest

*nd r«»ain with and under th« control of the Licensor.
11• In the event that Licensee shall be prevented, prohibited,

or interfered with in any manner while in the exercise of the

it under this agreement by reason of any act or om-

*n« Licensor, its agents, servants, or employees, or by



any action, ordinance, decision, requirements, order, decree or

judgment of a Public Authority or Court, the monthly payments here-

inbefore provided shall not be required for such period or period*

during which the Licensee shall be unable to exercise the privi-

leges herein granted, as constituting less than one month. The

obligation to make auch monthly payments, however, shall resume im-

mediately upon and whenever the Licensee shall be able to exercise

again the rights granted hereinunder, so long as the resumption

thereof shall take place during the term of this agreement.

12. All the rights and liabilities herein given to or imposed

upon the respective parties hereto shall extend to and bind their

respective successors and assigns*

IN WITNESS HEREOF the Licensor has caused these presents to be

executed and its Corporate Seal affixed, and THE CITT OF PHILADEL-

PHIA, the Licensee, has caused these presents to be executed by its

duly constituted officials and its great seal affixed, both in-

tending to be legally bound hereby, on the day and year first above

written.

VIEW LAND DEVELOP, CORP.

Attest

President

Secretary

THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

;,
f«r

Commissioner of Public Property

m to form



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESO
P. O. Box 2351

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17105

Oci

Mr. David J. Damiano, Commissioner
Department of Streets
City of Philadelphia
840 Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

1034-1

OCT 20 1972

j/7

OATK

Re: Philadelphia Solid Waste Plan
and Abatement Schedule

Dear Mr. Damiano:

On June 15, 1972, we replied to the schedule portion of your May 16,
1972 letter. Since we have not received Tasks 8,9, and 10 according to the
schedule, and did not comment on the sketchy-implementation schedule con-
tained in the same letter, further comment is required. Regarding the
schedule for submission of the solid waste .management plan, we did receive
Tasks 6,7, and an outline of 8 in a timely fashion, but we have not received
Tasks 8,9, and 10 as promised. Since we would like you to evaluate our
comments prior to submitting Tasks 8,9, and 10, we will extend the submission
deadline for those Tasks until December 1, 1972.

The implementation schedule which you submitted to us on May 16, 1972,
appeared designed to achieve compliance with the Air Pollution Control Act and
regardless of its acceptability as an air pollution abatement schedule , is not
acceptable to the Department as a solid waste management schedule as required
by the "Guidelines for Solid Waste Plan Development". In other words, we expect
a detailed description of a workable program and a detailed implementation schedule
for that program which will allow us to track, on a monthly basis, your progress
toward achieving a fully operational, legal solid waste management system. The
portion of the implementation schedule which is acceptable is the overall tar-
get date of April 1974 for total compliance.

Let me make some additional comments which you should be sure to consjjjer
when preparing the final report on Tasks 8,9, and 10. First, your plan must
show how the city will provide solid waste capacity for private haulers as well
as Department of Street's needs where those private haulers are currently relying



72 10344

Mr. David J. Damiano

October 18, 1972

Page 2

on unpermitted landfills in the Commonwealth. Second, your request to me at
our meeting on September 19, 1972, to extend the time for the city's stopping
of delivery of solid waste to the Clearview Land Development site is not
acceptable to the Commonwealth in its entirety. We do realize that you have
been working on alternative disposal systems in your efforts to complete your
solid waste management plan and have hesitated to begin implementing specific
steps needed to stop the delivery of refuse to Clearview until you have com-
pleted your plan. The state cannot accept further delay in abating refuse
delivery to Clearview and, therefore, your plan must show a detailed implemen-
tation schedule for ceasing delivery of all municipally collected refuse to
the Clearview Land Development site by April 1, 1973. The city will have to
implement this portion of the plan, on its approval, regardless of whether or
not the full plan is accepted or is returned to the city for further modification
Finally, once you have a plan submitted,we expect the city to follow it unless
and until the city submits revisions to the plan which is accepted by the
Department.

If after reviewing our comments on Tasks 6,7, and 8 you would like to
meet with the Department, we will be happy to do so.

Sincerely,

William C. Bucciarelli, Chief
Division of Solid Waste Management



Hillel ;>. Levinson, iianagitip Director
In rtiply refer to

Uavid J. Uaniano, CoiTdasioner, Streets Department r«3 72

LAMSFJU,

tio i ^ottor dated ID/11 -/72 rror.i Ooc-rjonwealth of ; erinsyiv;in:iaf i>eparto3Kt of
'.jivironmanUU. I-eaourcee, i •(•. 'JOK "351* Ilarrisbur£, i esnnoylv-jde. 171D5
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in this area. Itie imfuudod annual additional overtiiiie cost
be in the ran^e of ^213f4CX, to *32?»6CO, plus an additional 3 ,̂100

in bridge tolls.

Qarid J. Pareiano

OJDtsk

cc; "r. Adants
CORD* I
Kr. Caopbell /
' r. Kasineti v
r*. :
iir. '



CONFIDENTIAL
MEMORANDUM CITY OF PH.LADELPH.A

TO : Mr. Philip Carroll, Deputy Mayor OATE 12/21/72

FROM : Mr. David J. Damiano, Streets Commissioner

SUBJECT: Clearview Landfill (Heller' s)
Your memo of 12/19/72

tie contracted with Clearview Landfill to dispose of 50% of the refuse collected
erom the Philadelphia area west of the Schuylkill River to the City limits,
tfe are forced to use this landfill because our Bartram Incinerator is limited
in capacity to dispose of only 50% of the refuse from the West Philadelphia
area. Also, this is the only available landfill west of the Schuylkill River,
and, currently, the other five Philadelphia incinerators are overloaded and
cannot accept any additional refuse.

Mternatives and Cost

L. Truck Transfer Program - The 1972, 1973, 1974 Operating and Capital Budgets
provide for the conversion of Bartram Incinerator and three other plants
to transfer stations. The present schedule anticipates the construction
work and the purchase of tractor-trailer transfer trucks to be completed
and fully operational by April of 1974.

No additional cost for this program.

-• Send refuse to Contract landfills in Deptford, New Jersey and Mt. Holly,
New Jersey - A Citywide redistribution of collection trucks and disposal
points would be made. The net effect would be the addition of 1*5 hours
to the travel time of each collection truck rerouted to the New Jersey
landfills. Therefore, with the present manpower and equipment, we wouldn't
t^e able to complete collection of refuse each day. In order to complete
each day's work on schedule, it would be necessary to add 25 compactor
trucks and crews.

Additional Cost

* 25 purchase of compactor trucks $ 375,000.
25 Equipment Operator's I's 216,400.
50 Laborers 388,650„

Fuel oil, maintenance, supplies 37,500.
Bridge Tolls 35,000,

TOTAL $1,052,550,

* Minimum six months lead time required for equipment
purchase, manufacture and delivery



MEMORANDUM
TO : Mr. Philip Carroll, Deputy Mayor DATE 12/21/72

FROM : Mr- David J. Damiano, Streets Commissioner

SUBJECT: Clearview Landfill (Heller's)
Your memo of 12/19/72

Page 2

3. Operating Refuse Collections in West Philadelphia, Six Day Work Week and tht
use of contract landfills in Deptford and Mt. Holly, New Jersey - A City-
wide redistribution of collection trucks and disposal points would be made.
The net effect would be the addition of 1% hours travel time of each
collection truck rerouted to the New Jersey landfills. Therefore, the pres*
manpower and equipment would not be able to complete the collection schedule
of refuse each day. Each day, we would develop a backlog of refuse
collections - e.g., the refuse not picked up on Monday would be collected or
Tuesday; Tuesday on Wednesday, etc. The result would be that Friday's refut
in West Philadelphia would be collected on Saturday* The backlog would be
made up by assigning refuse collection trucks from other Sanitation areas
to West Philadelphia on Saturday.

Additional Cost

Overtime Cost of Saturday Collections in West Phila. $811,600.
Fuel Oil, maintenance, supplies, etc. 124,800.
Bridge Tolls 16,900.

$953,300.

NOTE: Recent correspondence and meetings with the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources state that: "The State of Pennsylvania cannot
accept further delay in abating refuse delivery to Clearview, and,
therefore, the City of Philadelphia plan must show a detailed
implementation schedule for ceasing delivery of all municipally
collected refuse to the Clearview Land Development site by April 1, 19731
(DS 72-10344 - 10/20/72)

We have not formally responded to this letter. Before any steps are
taken, it is suggested that we meet and discuss this matter. ..Xhere are
other factors which cannot be covered in a brief report of this nature
that require serious consideration before any decisions are made.

David J« Damiano

-5-1



w
Prefect Area Committee

ISLAND AND LAYCOCK AVENUES
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-6950
REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clear-view Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmens' Association

Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association
Penrose Park Civic Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

May 16, 1973

Mr, David Damiano, Commissioner
Department of Streets
8UO Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

Dear Mr. Damiano:

The Eastwick Project Area Committee has long been active along with
residents of neighboring Delaware County, in many attempts to restrict, if
not curtail, the operations of the Clearview Landfill Corporation. It has
come to our attention that some planning has been done which suggests that
the dumping of refuse by the City of Philadelphia at the Clearview site might
be reduced or stopped altogether. The Eastwick PAC is most interested in
determining if this is a realistic possibility and, if so, where refuse cur-
rently being dumped at the Clearview site would be disposed.

At your earliest convenience, please forward any plans, schedules and
information relating to a "phase-out" of dumping of city refuse at Clearview.

Sincerely yours,

Mrs, LoisrShaub
President "

LS/pd



CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

June 4, 1973

D E P A R T M E N T O F S T R E E T S

340 Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, Pa. 17107

DAVID J. OAMIANO
Commiuion«f

Refer to: DS 73 5183

Mrs. Lois Shaub, President
Eastwick Project Area Committee
Island and Laycock Avenues
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19153

Dear Mrs. Shaub:

As requested, here are the Streets Department plans for the use
of the Clearview Landfill:

We have a two phase Capital Program to convert the Bartram In-
cinerator to a transfer station, which will handle all the refuse
in the West Philadelphia area.

The first phase will be in operation by August, 1973, and will
have the capacity to handle 55% of the refuse currently being
deposited at Clearview.

The second phase of the conversion is scheduled in the 1974 Capital
Budget. We anticipate that this phase will be completed in the
next year, which will enable us to terminate all deliveries to
Glearview. Top priority is being given to this conversion to ex-
pedite completion.

We appreciate your interest in our plans for pur sanitation program

Very truly yours.

David J. Damiano
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Stuart V. Adana, Doputy ConBUaionar, Sanitation
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ALVIN 5. ACKERMAN

JOSEPH P MYUOTTE
LORRAINE F MULLEN

August 28, 1973

Honorable David Damiano
Streets Commissioner
840 Municipal Services Builfling
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19107

RE:

Dear Commissioner Damiano:

Clearview Land Development
Company - City of Philadelphia

Please be advised that I represent Clearview Land Development
Company with whom the City of Philadelphia has a contract
bearing your reference number M-40392,12-86G. This contract
was executed in July of 1973, and contains a provision that
either party may cancel upon thirty (30) days written notice.

Kindly consider this letter notice that Clearview Land Develop-
ment Company is electing to exercise its cancellation option
and that pursuant thereto, its contract with the City of Phila-
delphia for disposal of solid wastes shall be considered ter-
minated as of 5:00 p.m., September 30, 1973.

Very truly yours.

ASA: rid
CERTIFIED MAIL, RRR

ALVIN S. ACKERMAN



C I X V O II I I. -A. 13 E L H I -A.

WATEF1 DEPARTMENT
I ISO MUNICH*!. SfcttviCCS Quit DING
PxiUAOCI PHIA PtNNSVLVANU. 10'07

WILLIAM J.
COMMISSIONER

August 23, 1984

Mr. Samuel Messina
8306 Buist Street
Philadelphia-, PA 12153

Dear Mr. Messina:

On 7/3/84 a sample (Lab No. 40703F01) was taken from a private well
at 8306 Buist Avenue for a complete organic priority pollutant analysis.
This groundwater is being investigated because it is near the Clearview
Landfill, and thus may be contaminated from hazardous wastes suspected
of being in the landfill. The results of the analysis are listed in the
following table.' The only priority pollutants found in the sample were
halogenated volati les. The limits of detection were 0.2 ug/1 for
volatiles, 5.0 ug/1 (or less) for acid - extrattables and base neutrals,
and 0.2 ug/1 for"pesticides and PCB"S..': :{

Also listed in the table are the levels which the ERA considers a
10"6 risk (one per million risk) of concern assuming a constant ingestion
of 2 liters per day of wajter in addition to 6*5 grams per day of seafood
living in a similiar body" of water. These levels are used as guidelines
only and have no regulatory impact.

Compound

1,1 Dichloroethylene
trans-1,2-Dichlorocthylene
Trichloroethylene
Tetrachloroethene -
Chlorobenzene

Concentration (PPb). IP"6 Risk. (PPb)

0.8
107
6.8
4.1
0.6

0.033
HL

2.7
0.8
483

The 10"6 risk level was exceeded for 1,1 Dichloroethylene, trichloroethylene,
and tetrachlorocthene, others were below. Although this water may present
only a minimal risk if ingested constantly, it still may be use'd for other
uses such" as washing cars and lawn sprinkling without risk'; However, please
be. adyised-that pursuant-to thf? pJumblag-code Chapter a-l300r.na individual
drinking water supply-may be-lnstalled unless a permit has been obtained • '
from the Department of Public Health.



Please contact Richard Zipin, MU6-5150 of the Health Department for
the specific permit requirements. You must maintain v.his well supply
totally separate from the Water Department's drinking water supply and
your house plumbing. Also the well supply piping can not enter into
the house Itself.

If you should have any questions please do not hesitate to- call me
at 686-3869. t •

rVery truly yours,

Thomas F. Healey
Chief, Industrial Waste Unit

TFH/ct



MEMORANDUM ^ % p
5
HfDELPHIA

DATE 10/25/04
TO : Thomas Healey, Chief, Industrial Waste Unit

//'
-ROM : James Santo, Supervisor, Organics Laboratory* BLS

ANALYSIS OF CLEARVIEW LANDFILL* SAMPLES

On 8/6/84 air, water and soil samples were taken from the Eastwick area
adjacent to the Clearview landfill, which is located in Delaware County. The

three air samples from gas vents #1, 2, and 3 were analyzed using the GC
profiling technique. All three sample chromatograms contained a hydrocarbon

pattern that most closely resembled mineral spirits, indicative of a concen-

tration of approximately 15-20 PPM (air). There did not appear to be any
priority pollutants present, other than low levels (*1 PPM) of Toluene,

Benzene and Ethylbenzene, which are minor components of mineral spirits.

The five soil samples are scheduled for organic priority pollutant

analysis. At this time, the volatile analysis has been completed. The

results are listed in Tables #1 and #2. There was no evidence of contamin-

ation in any soil sample. The limit of detection was 5 ng/g (PPB) for

almost all compounds.

The water sample (Lab No. 40806F08) was taken from a ponded area at

8100 Angelo Place. This sample is scheduled for a complete priority

pollutant analysis. At this tine, the metal and volatile organic analyses

have been completed. The results of the volatile organic analysis are

presented in Table #2. There was no evidence of contamination in this

sample. The limit of detection was 1 ug/1 (PPB) for almost all compounds.

The metal analysis (see attached memo) did not show unusually high levels
of any element.

JS/kn
end.
cc: W & WW (2)

CRF
File (2)



VOLATILE PRIORITY POLLUTANT RESULTS

TABLE #1: CLEARVIEW LANDFILL ANALYSIS
t

SOIL #1 SOIL #2 SOIL #3
SURFACE DEPTH - 3 FT. DEPTH - 2.5 FT.

, . ADJ. TO PLAYGROUND ADJ. TO PLAYGROUND NORTH OF PLAYGROUND
COMPOUND "'• (Lab No. 4Q8Q6F03) (Lab No. 40806F04) (Lab No. 40806F05)

Chloromethane
Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride
Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride

Acrolein
Acrylonitrile
1,1-Dichloroethylene
1.1-Dichloroethane
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene

Chloroform

1.2-Dichloroethane

1,1,1-Trichloroethane
Carbon Tetrachloride

Dichlorobromomethane
1,2-Dichloropropane

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethylene
Benzene
Dibromochloromethane

cis-1,3-Dichloropropene

1,1,2-Trichloroethane
(2-Chloroethoxy)-ethene

Bromoform

Tetrachloroethylene

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane
Toluene

Chlorobenzene (

Ethylbenzene

BD Indicates below limit of detection which was 5 ng/g for soil analysis and 1 ug/1 for
water analysis except for Acrolein and Acrylonitrile (both 35 ng/g in soil and 40 ug/1
in water).

BD* -

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD.

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD



VOLATILE PRIORITY POLLUTANT RESULTS

TABLE #2: CLEARVIEW LANDFULL ANALYSIS

SOIL #4
SURFACE

8100 ANGELO PLACE
(Lab No. 40806F06)

SOIL #5
DEPTH - 2 FT.

8100 ANGELO PLACE
(Lab No. 40806F07)

WATER #1
PONDED

6100 ANGELO PLACE
(Lab No. 40806F08)COMPOUND

Chloromethane

Bromomethane
Vinyl Chloride

Chloroethane
Methylene Chloride
Acrolein

Acrylonitrile
1,1-Dichloroethylene

1.1-Dichloroethane
trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene
Chloroform

1.2-Dichloroethane

1,1,1-Trichloroethane

Carbon Tetrachloride

Dichlorobromomethane
1,2-Dichloropropane

trans-1,3-Dichloropropene
Trichloroethylene
Benzene

D i bromochlorome thane

cis-1,3-Dichloropropene

1,1,2-Trichloroetharte

(2~Chloroethoxy)-ethene
Bromoform

Tetrachloroethylene

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane

Toluene

Chlorobenzene

Ethylbenzene

*BD indicates below limit of detection which was 5 ng/g for soil analysis and 1 ug/l for
water analysis except for Acrolein and Acrylonitrile (both 35 ng/g in soil and 40 ug/l
in water).

BD*

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD-

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD

BD



TO

EMORANDUM CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

. James "Santo, Supervisor, Trace Organics Laboratory, BLS DATE 9/10/84

FROM : Walter J. Malik, Supervisor, Water Analysis Laboratory, BLS

UBJECTi _WATER SAMPLE FROM VICINITY OF CLEARVIEW LAND FILL

The above sample, collected, by Industrial Waste personnel, was

analyzed with the following results.

Arsenic

Antimony
Beryllium

Cadmium
Chromium

Copper
Iron
Lead
Manganese

Mercury
Selenium

Silver

Thallium

Zinc

Cyanide

mg/1
0.010

0.003

< 0.02

< 0.008

a.019
0.04-

23.0

0.036

3.0

0.0002

< 0.005

0.001

< 0.001

0.26

0.00

cc J Coyle
CRF
W & WW
File

Walter



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION III

6TH AND W A L N U T STREETS
P H I L A D E L P H I A . P E N N S Y L V A N I A 1 9 1 0 6

Commissioner A. J. Henley
City of Philadelphia Health Department
540 Municipal Services Bldg.
Philadelphia, PA 19107

RE: Clearview Landfill
PA-413

Dear Commissioner Henley:

Enclosed is a copy of our follow-up inspection report for Clearview
Landfill. It summarizes the results of sampling performed on August 6,
and October 1, 1984.

We very much appreciate the cooperation and participation of your
department in this effort. Should you have any questions regarding
our report please contact Douglass Hill of my staff at 215/587-8541.

-:i_ Edmund J. Skernolis, Chief
Site Investigation & Support Section



U N I T E D STATES E N V I R O N M E N T A L PROTECTION AGENCY

CLEARVIEW LANDFILL
FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION

Prepared by:
U.S. EPA
Site Investigation & Support Section
November 5,



Clgarview Site Inspect ion FoL low-up Report^

I. Conclusions

1. There ts no evidence available of an Immediate or imminent public
health threat. " " " ~

2. The site ts unlikely to be eligible for long-terra remedial action
under Superfund. The_Hazard Ranking Score la unlikely to be high due to the
absence of a contaminated pathway to the locaJ. populationjeither_ttirough
drinking water or air. Groundwater arK^surface_watejr9 In the area do not
serve as potable supply sources.

3. There is no documentation available that hazardous substances have
been disposed at this site. pEPA cannot, however, preclude the possibility
of such activity!"/

4. Low levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons in the water of Elxe
well on Buist Ave. are not a hazard If the water Is not qaed for drinking
or cooking-; — 1'hft City ot Philadelphia UaCet Department advised the owner (see
letter attached) that the well may supply water _fgr_jjuch uses as lawn
sprinkling and car washing without risk. Further, the Water Department
advised that the well supply must be maintained totally separate from the
house plumbing. ———————— ~~

5. PAH concentrations detected are not unusual for urban areas.
Since they are not volatile, they do not represent a hazard by Inhalation.
The presence of these substances in soils does not appear to pose a hazard
or risk to anyone living in the vicinity of this site.

6. The single soil sample of PCB Arochlor 1260 that was determined to
contain 143.3 mg/kg is judged not to be a health risk to local residents.
Any conceivable hazard would require frequent direct dermal contact for a
period of years.

7. Sampling results Indicate lead in aqueous samples taken from Cobbs
anj Darby Greeks. The highest concentration detected (I2.b ug/1) exceeds
the proposed allowable average concentration for water of 1.2 ug/1. Lead
detected In the streams contributes to the polluted nature of drainage to
TinlcumTGirsh and indicates that concern for the aquatTc" Coutl -chad-tr-may be
warranted.
____-——"

8. Chlordane, a very persistent and widely used insecticide in
commercial and residential applications, was detected in sediments of Cobbs
and Darby Creeks In 1983, but was not detected in this most recent round
of samples. ——~——-—————————-———" ~

9. -EAfcU-eomponnds detected tn sediments ot" Darby and Cobbs Creeks
are not an evident risk to humans. Movement of these compounds into the
food chain is highly "unlikely. "

EPA performed a Superfund Site Inspection at the Clearview Landfill in
ctober, 1983. ScJir.en:j sampled from a leichate seep and sotie stream



samples revealed low level contamination with polychlorlnated btphenyls
(PCBs) and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).

EPA met with citizens groups when the draft inspection report was
available in May, 1984 and advised that sampling results , evaluated in
considerationof potentially affe~cted population, indlcjttelPthat the site
wo uld noc score high enough to make the Superfund National Priority Li s t

~ aed the citizens that an "^
continue shoi^ld aHHiMnoal information become available" that warra'Wced
follow-up activity.

In response to a request by the Secretary, DER, and following receipt
of additional information from citizens groups ar^ M«>-r.Mra1 aerial
photography, EPA coordinated an additional sampling effortby EPA, PA PER,
Department of Interior and the Philadelphia Health and~WateF Depart men tsT

Additional sampling wag performed on August 6, and October 1, 1984.
Sampling, aF planned and^dla cussed wlcn citizens groups, j*as_jlirected at
fllIlng_lu£ormatloQ requirement s~ot cne Hazard Ranking System. The results
and conclusions from that investigation follow.

TIT. Sampling Results

Attached is a map showing locations of sampling performed in 1983 and
1984. Sampling locations are identified by sample numbers which may be
correlated with analytical results tabulae;*.! on the attached Sample Data
Summary. The data summary presents analytical results in groups of organic
and inorganic data which are further broken into sets of stream (aqueous
and sediment), soils, and other miscellaneous data.

Air monltorlB8_^n the landfill and on its perimeter yielded no readings
1 t»u*» 1 a . Air sampling performed at the gas vents'on the

landfill detected no release of hazardous substances.

PAHs were detected in nearly all̂ Jihe soil and sediment samples. Low
____3J_j*C|tjLwere degee£gd in stream sediment and soil samples^ Ponded

V . ̂  . water and soils sampled from areas adjacent to Hedgerow and the playground
"V contained ve"rŷ QW_Lflvels of component's" of wood preservatives * bulTno

reportable levels of pesticide or PCS contamination. J

The one well determined to be in the area was sampled and reported to
contain_J.ow__Ifijgels—afL.a_variety of chlorinated hydrocarbons. The well Is
not used for potable supply and the PhlladelphlaWater Department advised
~the_owner not to connect the well^tfcT'Che household supply!

Chlordane was reported in the results of the first sampling of stream
sediments but no pesticides were detected in the most recent sampling.
Lead was detected in aqueous sataplas fcura Cobbj a;id "atby Crocks. Lead
concentrations increase from upstream locations to downstream locations
indicating a source along this segment of the drainage system. However,
available information does not allow deterraination^of _the specific sources
of either the lead or chlordantT~l}e~re-t:TeTn—" ~~~ ~~ '"' - - — -



IV. Recommendations

1. State and Local agencies sjiould continue routine inspe££J-ans-o£ the
site to monitor the general_stabili^ of the closed landfill. The fill area
should be examined for settlement, erosion, appearaace of leachate, and site
HraJnagg. Tf general conditions should <Jet:eFlQYate7~the state may exercise
its authorities under solid waste and ~̂ IeaTr~gtTeams~-iaTre-; — The~̂ TaTe~~aay also

to consider air monitoring at tae site and in atorm sewers adjolnfng~Ehe
landfill to detect migration of methane if inspections should
need.

2. After completion of the Department of Interior analysis of fishand
tissue samples, the responsible federal and state agencies 3houl3~~meet

r\\* npf>H fnr arfHI fional sampling and monitoring or Darby andCpbbs
Ggeeks. If levels of contaminants potentially attributable to the landfill
and harmful to aquatic life increase in time, methods to remedy their——
relea"ae t6_the environment should he examined^. —————————~ ~-



ATTACHMENTS

Site Map
Sample Data Summary
Philadelphia Water Department Correspondence

(re: Well on Buist Ave.)
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Stream and strewn sediment
sample data

Note: * = Coripound pot a.nslyzed for.
Blank space indicates conpound
not detected.



Leachate sedinent, air and
^roundxvater sample data

SAMPLE DATA 5UMMART
TARGET COMPOUIWS Clearview Landfill
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Note: Blank space indicates compound not detected,
N.D. = Not detected for air ssnples.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION HI

6TH AND WALNUT STREETS
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19106

Commissioner A. J. Henley
City of Philadelphia Health Department
540 Municipal Services Bldg.
Philadelphia, PA 19107

RE: Clearview Landfill
PA-413

Dear Commissioner Henley:

Enclosed is a copy of our follow-up Inspection report for Clearview
Landfill. It summarizes the results of sampling performed on August 6,
and October 1, 1984.

We very much appreciate the cooperation and participation of your
department in this effort. Should you have any questions regarding
our report please contact Douglass Hill of my staff at 215/587-8541.

Sincerely,

i Edmund J. Skernolis, Chief
Site Investigation & Support Section



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

CLEARVIEW LANDFILL
FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION

Prepared by:
U.S. EPA
Site Investigation & Support Section
November 5, 19d4



Clearvlew Sice Inspection Follow-up Report

I. Conclusions

1. There Is no evidence available of an Immediate or Imminent public
health threat.

2. The site is unlikely to be eligible for long-term remedial action
under Superfund. The Hazard Ranking Score is unlikely to be high due to the
absence of a contaminated pathway to the local population either through
drinking water or air. Groundwater and surface waters In the area do not
serve as potable supply sources.

3. There is no documentation available that hazardous substances have
been disposed at this site. EPA cannot, however, preclude the possibility
of such activity.

4. Low levels of chlorinated hydrocarbons in the water of the private
well on Buist Ave. are not a hazard if the water is not used for drinking
or cooking. The City of Philadelphia Water Department advised the owner (see
letter attached) that the well may supply water for such uses as lawn
sprinkling and car washing without risk. Further, the Water Department
advised that the well supply must be maintained totally separate from the
house plumbing.

5. PAH concentrations detected are not unusual for urban areas.
Since they are not volatile, they do not represent a hazard by inhalation.
The presence of these substances in soils does not appear to pose a hazard
or risk to anyone living in the vicinity of this site.

6. The single soil sample of PCB Arochlor 1260 that was determined to
contain 143.3 rag/kg is judged not to be a health risk to local residents.
Any conceivable hazard would require frequent direct dermal contact for a
period of years.

7. Sampling results indicate lead in aqueous samples taken from Cobbs
and Darby Creeks. The highest concentration detected (12.6 ug/1) exceeds
the proposed allowable average concentration for water of L.2 ug/1. Lead
detected in the streams contributes to the polluted nature of drainage to
Tinicura Marsh and indicates that concern for the aquatic food chain may be
warranted.

8. Chlordane, a very persistent and widely used .insecticide in
commercial and residential applications, was detected in sediments of Cobbs
and Darby Creeks in 1983, but was not detected in this most recent round
of samples.

9. PAH compounds detected in sediments of Darby and Cobbs Creeks
are not an evident risk to humans. Movement of these compounds Into the
food chain is highly unlikely.

II. Background

P ,£?A Pn^°rmed a SuPfirfund S^e Inspection at the Clearview Landfill in
October, 1983. SeJlaenc. ja.-apled from a Ic.ichate seep and some stream



samples revealed low level contamination with polychlorlnated blphenyls
(PCBs) and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHa).

EPA met with citizens groups when the draft inspection report was
available In. May, 1984 and advised that sampling results, evaluated in
consideration of potentially affected population, indicated that the site
woul-d noC score high enough to make the Superfund National Priority List
of 'sites. EPA also advised the citizens that an investigation would
continue should additional information become available that warranted
follow-up activity.

In response to a request by the Secretary, DER, and following receipt
of additional information from citizens groups and historical aerial
photography, EPA coordinated an additional sampling effort by EPA, PA DER,
Department of Interior and che Philadelphia Health and Water Departments.

Additional sampling was performed on August 6, and October 1, 1984.
Sampling, as planned and discussed with citizens groups, was directed at
filling information requirements of the Hazard Ranking System. The results
and conclusions from that investigation follow.

III. Sampling Results

Attached la a map showing locations of sampling performed tn 1983 and
1984. Sampling locations are Identified by sample numbers which may be
,:.j r C". L.'itetJ with .111.1 \ y r. i ca I resn L Ca t,;ibut.iC;'it on cm.' ;ir ;;.j<-;u;.i ,S.i;;ip le D;it i
Summary. The data summary presents analytical results In groups of organic
and inorganic data which are further broken into sets of stream (aqueous
and sediment), soils, and other miscellaneous data.

Air monitoring on the landfill and on its perimeter yielded no readings
above background levels. Air sampling performed at the gas vents on the
landfill detected no release of hazardous substances.

PAHs were detected in nearly all the soil and sediment samples. Low
levels of PCBs were detected In stream sediment and soil samples. Ponded
wacer and soils sampled from areas adjacent to Hedgerow and the playground
contained very low levels of components of wood preservatives, but no
reportable levels of pesticide or PCB contamination.

The one well determined to be in the area was sampled and reported to
contain low levels of a variety of chlorinated hydrocarbons. The well Is
not used for potable supply and the Philadelphia Water Department advised
the owner not to connect the well to the household supply.

Chlordane was reported in the results of the first sampling of stream
sediments but no pesticides were detected In the most recent sampling.
Lead was detected in aqueous samples from Cobbi; a:id "arby Creeks. Lead
concentrations increase from upstream locations to downstream locations
indicating a source along this segment of the drainage system. However,
available information does not allow determination of the specific sources
of either the lead or chlordane detected.



IV. Recommendations

1. State and local agencies should continue routine inspections of the
site to monitor the general stability of the closed landfill. The fill area
should'be examined for settlement, erosion, appearance of leachate, and site
drainage. If general conditions should deteriorate, the state may exercise
its authorities under solid waste and clean streams laws. The state may also
wish to consider air monitoring at the site and in storm sewers adjoining the
landfill to detect migration of methane if inspections should indicate the
need.

2. After completion of the Department of Interior analysis of fish and
turtle tissue samples, the responsible federal and state agencies should meet
to discuss the need for additional sampling and monitoring of Darby and Cobbs
Creeks. If levels of contaminants potentially attributable to the landfill
and harmful to aquatic life increase In time, methods to remedy their
release to the environment should be examined.
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Site Map
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Compounds Detected

Soil sample data

Note: Blank space indicates compound not detected.



and strenri sct'iment
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SAMPU DATA
TARGET COMPOUNDS

=Leschste sedlnent, air and
ground water sample data

Note: Blank space Indicates compound not detected
N.D. = Not detected for air sanples.
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Property Access

I hereby permit entry to the property described below by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") and its officers, employees, agents,
consultants, and contractors and by representatives of the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania at the time, and for the purposes, set forth herein:

Property
Location:

Purpose:

Time frame:

City of Philadelphia - Department of Recreation
Eastwick Recreation Center
80th Street & Mars Place
Philadelphia, PA

To collect soil, water, and/or air samples for analysis.
Sample collection activities will include the following
tasks:

excavation in an area approximately 500 feet west
of the recreation center building where a drum was
reported to be located

collection of the contents of any drums or other
containers or vessels discovered during excavation

collection of soil samples from the Property

Access is permitted at reasonable times between
December 16, 1999 and December 31, 1999.

I certify that, as representative of the owner of the above-described Property,
I have the authority to provide access as set forth above.

V. r\ • T
Signature

Name: [ H 0 *\ * S n . I""
Title: T>, , «-*r

Date

STEPHANIE L F R, CiTY SOLICITOR

Senior Attorney



** ** \ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
* —— g REGION III
^ _.— "^ 1650 Arch Street
^t pRoit0^ Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19103-2029

December 16, 1999

REPLY TO ATTENTION OF:

SITE ASSESSMENT AND BROWNF1ELDS SECTION (3HS34)

VIA TELEFACSIMILE

City of Philadelphia
Law Department
One Parkway Building
1515 Arch Street, 16th Floor
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Attn: Patrick O'Neill
Senior Attorney

Re: Eastwick Recreation Center Property
80th Street and Mars Place
Philadelphia, PA

Dear Mr. O'Neill:

As you are aware, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") Region III is responding to
citizen concerns regarding the alleged presence of a "glowing drum" on the Eastwick Recreation Center
property ("Property"), which is owned by the City of Philadelphia. EPA Region III initially became aware of
this issue on or about April 1999, at which time we attempted (without success) to locate this drum during
extensive site reconnaissance activities conducted throughout the Property. Environmental samples were not
collected as part of our site reconnaissance. Concerns relating to a "glowing drum" were again brought to EPA
Region Ill's attention during an October 20, 1999 community meeting with the Eastwick Project Area
Committee. On October 25, 1999, Denise Young, Eastwick Recreation Center Director, accompanied EPA
Region III representatives to this Property and identified the specific location where the drum in question was
reportedly observed. Although EPA Region III did not observe a drum, we noted what appeared to be scrap
metal and debris related to automotive parts in an area of low-lying topography.

In light of ongoing citizen concerns, EPA Region III plans'to further evaluate a portion of the Property
previously identified by Ms. Young to ascertain whether there exists a release or threat of release of hazardous
substances, pollutants or contaminants to the environment. As we have discussed, EPA Region Ill's evaluation
will involve performing limited excavation to expose any buried drum (or drums), as well as collecting and
analyzing drum contents and/or samples from the surrounding soil. EPA Region III would like to complete
this sampling effort before the end of the calendar year. You are welcome to observe EPA Region Ill 's
sampling effort. If requested, EPA Region III will provide split samples to representatives from the City of
Philadelphia for independent laboratory analyses. EPA Region III will also share validated data generated
during our sampling effort with the City of Philadelphia. Based on EPA Region Ill's field observations and
review of associated analytical data, it will be possible for us to determine whether or not a federal response
action is required under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1980, as amended. We are optimistic that the aforementioned approach wil l satisfactorily address existing
environmental concerns.

LDCAI2I6 LTRIWP6 I Document by Drew Uuscli)



In order to ensure that EPA Region III and EPA Region I l l ' s contractor, Roy F. Weston, Inc., may
enter the Property, I have enclosed an access agreement that should be signed by the appropriate representative
from the City of Philadelphia. With the exception of a minor adjustment to the access time frame, this
agreement is identical to the version I provided to you viatelefacsimile transmission on December 7, 1999.
If the City of Philadelphia does not object to EPA Region Ill's plans, pJease return the signed access agreement
to me via telefacsimile (215-814-3254) with follow-up hard copy mailed to my attention. 1 will be contacting
you to finalize the date and time for this sampling effort.

If you wish to further discuss this letter or the enclosed access agreement, do not hesitate to contact
me at 215-814-3359. Questions regarding legal matters should be directed to Suzanne Parent in our Office
of Regional Counsel. Ms. Parent may be reached at 215-814-2630. EPA Region III greatly appreciates your
anticipated assistance and looks forward to hearing from you soon.

Sincerely,

Drew Lausch
Site Assessment Manager

Enclosure

cc (electronic copy) w/enclosure:

Jim McCreary (EPA Region III
Stephen Jarvela (EPA Region III)
Suzanne Parent (EPA Region HI)

cc (hard copy) w/o enclosure:

Thomas Fox (City of Philadelphia)

LDCAI2I6.L1K |UP 6 I Document by Drew Lauidi]



. " " • - - " " J U L - 7 2:00
LAWDEPARTMEIft
One Parkway

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

Kenneth I- Trujillo
City Solicitor

(215)683-5172(1)
(215) 683-5175 (f)

July 5, 2000

Drew Lausch
Site Assessment Manager
U. S. EPA, Region III
1650 Arch Street
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

RE: Clearview Landfill Sampling Plan

Dear Drew:

Enclosed is the requested Property Access Form which I have executed on behalf of the
City of Philadelphia. Pursuant to your letter of June 19, 2000, it is the City's understanding that
you will take certain ground and water samples at the City's recreation facility located near the
Clearview Landfill as part of a larger sampling effort in the Eastwick Section of Philadelphia.
The City would like a copy of all sample results obtained from this sampling program.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. If you have any questions, please
contact me at your convenience.

Very truly yours,

'atrickK. O'Neill
Senior Attorney

PON/mh

Enclosure

cc: Suzanne Parent, EPA Region III
Richard Zipin, Environmental Health Program Administrator
Thomas Fox, Director, Recreation Maintenance %_/
Daniel W. Cantu-Hertzler, Chief Deputy City Solicitor
J. Barry Davis, Deputy City Solicitor



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Region III

165° Arch Str6et

Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029

Property Access Form

I hereby grant access to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
EPA's officers, employees, agents, consultants and contractors at the time, and for the purpose,
described below:

Location: City of Philadelphia Property
Former Clearview Landfill and Surrounding Area
Philadelphia County, PA

Purpose: To allow EPA to collect environmental samples at the above property,
as described in the Sampling Plan for the Clearview Landfill site, dated
June 14, 2000. EPA will provide the results from samples collected
on this property to the City of Philadelphia.

Time frame: Access is permitted at reasonable times between June 26, 2000 and
July 31, 2000 (actual sampling is planned to occur during the entire
week of June 26th).

I certify that, as representative of the owner of the above property, I have the authority to
provide access to EPA as set forth above.

Date:

EPA has identified several locations on property owned by the City of Philadelphia, including a portion of City-owned
property occupied by the Eastwick Recreation Center, for the collection of environmental samples. EPA's sampling
effort will focus on City-owned property that borders the extreme eastern and northern portions of the former Clearview
Landfill and private properties in the Eastwick Section of Philadelphia. At certain locations on City-owned property,
EPA plans to collect samples using a device known as a "Geoprobe", which is a small drill rig that is mounted on a
dual-axle pickup truck. The Geoprobe will be used to collect surface soil, subsurface soil and shallow ground water
samples. EPA also plans to collect air (soil gas) samples at these locations. Due to the nature of Geoprobe sampling,
please be aware that some disturbance to City-owned property will occur. EPA will take reasonable steps to minimize
disturbance during sample collection and return City-owned property to its original conditions. These steps will
include returning the sampled area to original grade and replacing grass at the sampled area. At other locations on
City-owned property, EPA will only collect surface soil samples, surface water/seep or sediment samples; therefore,
disturbance to City-owned property is anticipated to be insignificant.

Thank You
LDCA0619-L1A.WPD [WP 9.0 Document by Drew Lausch]



FINAL ETOHO^OZrTAL IMPACT STATEM5OT

TSastwick Urban Renewal Area
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Redevelopment-Authori~v of-the-City-of-Philadelphia-
123-^ -'-ar-cst Street

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 15107

r-iiary 19 7 6

-J
^

Prepared By:

Philadelphia Area Office
-,i Region III

.i U.S. Departcent of Housing- and Urban Development
\ Curtis Building
-I * 625 Walnut Street
j Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106



SUMMARY SESH7T

Status: Final Environmental Impact Statement

Subject: Eastwick Urban Renewal Area
Project No. A-^-lit
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Responsible Federal Agency: Department of Housing and Urban Development

1 , Name of Action: Administrative

I'. Brief Description of Action and Locatj.gn:

Urban renewal of a 2,506 acre project area. This project has been
underway since 195?-. _ . __ _ _ __ ___ . ____ __ __ __ _ ___ _

Located in Southwest Philadelphia, in the iiOth Vard-, Philadelphia
1 County, Cozc-onwealth of Pennsylvania.

•

Bounded as follows; 58th Street on the northeast. Essington Avenue
on the east, Industrial Highway on the south. Delaware County Line.

and Dicks Avenues tc the west

3- Environmental Impact and Adverse. .Zrivircnnental Effects:

Principle impacts on the environment have been the elimination of the
u marshy, low lying area, and has been and will be the grading of the area
',--= . and construction of residential, industrial, cconercial and public

uses. Adverse.impacts have already occurred on Darby Creek and the
Tir.icura Marsh.

The major adverse environmental effects en the project area are these
associated with possible flooding of a part of the project area, as
veil as noise pollution froa various transportation modes.

!{• Alternatives Considered:

a. Do Nothing: This approach would have considerable negative
ramifications on the area and is in contradiction to local
development objectives.

b, A Greater Degree of Clearance/A Greater Degree of Rehabilitation:
Additional clearance could be justified in terns of planning for a
cohesive development/design for the area. In view of the scope
of the development, any properties that were standard and did not
interfere with development were allowed to renain and be
rehabilitated.



£̂ c. Change in Land Use/Design: Changes in land use and layout/design
are discussed for certain portions of the project area. Land Use .'v.
change to Stage III and the incorporation of flood control • .'•,
measures are to be required.

5>- Agencies Which _Cpmniented_j3n_ the Draft Statement:

U.S. Department of Commerce
U.S. Department of Transportation
U.S. Deoartment of the Army - Corps of Engineers . . „
U.S. Department of the Interior _ -
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Department of Transportation - Regional Representative
U.S. Department of Transportation - UMTA
Federal Aviation Administration

. Commonwealth of.Pennsylvania .- .Department of ,Transportation . _ _
CommonwealIh of Pennsylvania - Department of Environmental Resourc
City of Philadelphia - City Representative and Director cf C>
City of Philadelphia - Managing Director
City of Philadelphia - Air Management Services
City of Philadelphia -- Planning Ccmmission
Redevelopment Authority of the City of Philadelphia
Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
Korman Corporation
Eastwick Project Area Committee A ^ /

6. Statement Made Available to CEQ and Public:

Draft: July 29, 1975

Final: February 18, 1976" . -

ii



PREFACE

The Kaotwick Urban Renewal Area is one of the largest, if not the largest,
urban renewal area in the United States. Prior to commencement of renewal
activities in 1958, Eastwick was basically open land, with several farms

* and a number of substandard structures. Its low, swarapy topography had retarded
development other than scattered housing and a small amount of industry
located in the western portion of the project. There was also a small section
of ctandard and intensely developed housing in the northeastern portion of
the project area.

Adverse environmental factors (noted at the time) included flooding and poor
drainage, lack of utilities over much of the area, odor from clumps ,
oubdivision resulting in partial development, widespread lack of stree

an obsolete street pattern, and insect and rodent infestation.

During its iiDpleu:£nte."tion , the EaStwicrC re development hs.s isoed. numerous
- .. mint -I**' * V* rt 1 -w* f^ fl •*" fZ f^ »« -t r* ."if* T P j ^ r ^ 4 - « F ' l - - » l - - q • ,-. v» ''v ^1 VI '•*•"*•*•* <*1 x3 V\ * * -r t'^^F-s1*r'^ -l"
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proposals and sought delays to the project. The condition of the area was
nuch that numerous environmental problems had to be contended with to make
I!;L' development feasibxo. ĥ .3 uv/icr; 5.̂ .30 suj-i erei j.ron a poo
existing environment) which hampered development .

The project has fallen behind schedule, but recently developmen
increased.

Thio "catch-up" review is being done under agreement between this
Department and the Council on Environmental Quality and is in accordance
with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.
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CHAPTER I - GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT

A. Fro i PC t Area Dejcrijtion^/His tory

The Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan area lies in southwest Philadelphia,
adjacent to the International Airport and is about forty minutes by
public transportation from City Hall, It is generally bounded by 58th
Street on the northeast, by Essington Avenue on the east, by the
IiiudaCi'ial Highway or, the south, ar.d by the Delaware County Line,
Passyunk and Dicks Avenues to the west and northwest. It is traversed
lengthwise by the Chester Branch of the Reading Railroad. The
Industrial Highway (Essington Avenue) affords direct through-highway
connection with Wilraington to the south, Center City, the Walt Whitman
Bridge, and (when constructed) the Delaware Expressway, (See Maps 1 and 2)

_..--The-Eastwick Urban Renewal area has undergone significant changes fro~
Lhe early 1950'5 to the present. Eastwici; was largely open fields
-and salt marsh, with various -areas cf development, mostly seni-detacnp.d
family residences or row house developments with corner stores. Much
of the area was affected by the dampness of the surrounding marsh
and by the extreme compressibility of the soil under their houses, which
facilitated rapid structural decay and failure. Industrial uses were
scattered throughout the area, with little regard for compatibility.

Ownership conditions were of such a complex and varied nature that the
land could not reasonably have been expected to be constructively
assembled and utilized in the development of the com,T.unity through
the normal process of private action. In many cases, 20 or more
vacant lots existed in a block containing only one or two dwellings.
Eighty-four percent of SCO properties surveyed were found to be tax *
delinquent.

There was a high degree of rat infestation; the presence of many frame \
houses and small wooden structures in back yards constituted a fire
hazard; and there were a number of dumps in the area causing odor
and smoke nuisances, health hazards, and contributing to the lowering
of property values.

Approximately 30 percent of the dwelling units not excluded from \
condemnation had no private bath; overcrowding existed in about 15 /
percent of the units; and the majority of the structures were not
served by the city sewers.

In the late 1950's" massive amounts of hydraulic fill were pumped
from the Schuylkill River bed into the Eastwick Area. Gradually, the
marsh areas were eliminated. Today, much of those areas are open
fields. Over 3,000 residences were condemned by the Redevelopment
Authority, most of which were demolished, and the residents relocated.
The first residential development, working under the plan of the
famous Greek planner Doxiadis, was acclaimed as the first "new town"

••«&
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concept in decades - a self-supporting entity within the city. Jeveiop-
x*. merit started quickly but due to various problem^ with developers, the
NJ§? project fell behind schedule. v

In 1964, the developer (New Eastwiclc Corporation) selected the
local Korman Corporation for residential construction in Eastwick,
and since then development has proceeded to a more rapid pace. Today,
-the^nor'cheast: corner of Eastwick (Residential Stage I), is nearly completed
and is a community of 1,500 new row houses complete with garages or carports.
This area also has a completed apartment complex for uhe elderly, a
shopping center, two new churches, and two parks.

The development progress is noticeable to the people living in Eastwick
today. The facelift that has been given to the physical surrounding
has changed the appearance of Eastwick from that of a blighted area,
characterized by extensive dumping activity, to that of a community t.-hich

"--'\ _" _ ._/_ -7 continues to attract-new-residents. -Development is progressing vithin
^ -Stage II, and projections for Stage IV indicate that the bulk of the
•-.] residential development that is now planned may be completed by 1930.
J Today, all acquisition in Eastwick is complete, and only about 100
j structures need to be demolished to clear the entire area for development.

1 B* Goals and Objectives

As stated in the Urban Renewal Plan:

"The purpose of the redevelopment is to remove the blighting elements,
which have prevented this area from developing as a norrr.a 1 part of
the City. Many of the 'dwellings in the area are substandard. Considerable
portions of the project area are not built up; improvements in tha
form of sewers, drainage., and other facilities are minima 1 or inaciequ?. :e
and a great many of the vacant parcels are tax delinquent."

"It is proposed to clear, fill and drain this area and provide basic
public utilities so that the land may be developed for residential,
commercial, and industrial uses with adequate comnunity facilities
for the anticipated population. The Urban Renewal Plan sets forth
these proposed land uses, and the controls, which will regulatr- the
manner of developing the area. By the carrying out of this Plan, the
area will become a safe and desirable place to live and work. The
Plan has been designed to provide especially for a maximum of privacy
for living, accessibility of shopping and recreation areas, and safety
for school children."

C. Sumniary_o_f Proposejj^Activity - (See Map 3)

"1• Residential Stage I \

The tabulation below refers to residential unit density in Stage I.
At this time, it is uncertain what will be built in several parcels
of land (which total about 20 acres) which are currently undeveloped.
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3 Area Single Family
,«^ (acres) and Duplex
fg (Units)
Existing homes
which will remain
(conservation
area) 100 2,100

Houses bui 1 t and
to be built
through New
Eastwick Corp.
Contract 170 1,300

270 3,400

. .„. - 2. - Residential Stage II--- - - - - -

Garden
Apts.
(Units)

0

266

266

Tot£t Density
(Units/Acre)

2,100 21

1,566 9

3,666

Upper Stage II - The figures below reflect the following assumptions:

The area of the proposed regional park is included in the acreage figure.

The parcel between Mercury and Buist Avenues at 79th Street will have
40 single-family units.

Penrose Park Apartments will contain 386 units.

The figure for "-Existing Homes" was computed by using 78th Street
and Chelwynde Avenues as boundaries.

Upper Stage II (North of Lindbergh Boulevard)

Area Single Family
(acres) and Duolex

(Units)

Existing Homes 95 700

Homes built and to
be built through
New Eastwick Corp.
Contract 190 1 ,400

285 \ 2,100

Lower Stage II (South of Lindbergh

Area Single Family
(acres) and Duplex

(Units)

Existing Homes 30 80

; Koracs built and
Co be built thru 140 475
New Efistwick Corp.
Contract

170 555

Garden
Apts.
(Units)

0

386

386

Boulevard)

Garden
Apts.
(Units)

180

40'*

584

Total Density
(Units/Acre)

700 7

1,786 9

2,486

Total Dcnsitv
( Uni t s/Acre

260 scattered

879 7

1,139
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3. Residential Sta^e III

H

Based on the proposed location of the dike for flood protection (See Map 7A) ,
Stage III must not be developed for residential reuse since it would be
subject to flooding. It will therefore be .required that the reuse of this
aria be changed to a non-housing use and a formal plan change be submitted
to HUD by the Redevelopment Authority. The proposed use must be such that
it is not sensitive to the existing noise and air pollution levels and
flood proofing can be provided.

li. Residential Stage IV

Area Single Family
(acres) (Units)

-Existing Homes ..-Minimal . ,. —— _ — 15- — - — - — -
V-,,. T^- — J-. .-• -,1- n- —— .
J.1C1"! .'-t̂  £> 0 kM O. t— £k ^VJ-Ljt

of' ncsinee * 180 1,8̂ 7
,<t

180 1,912

5. All Residential Stages (

Area Single Family
(acres) (Units)

Existing Houiis 225 2,891
New Eastwick Corp.

ojf nominee 680 ' 5>072
(7Y

905 7,963

6. Industrial

a. Stage A

Unconveyed lands in Industrial Stage

*

Garden To tal Dens i tv
Apts. (Units/Acre)

__o— — -15— --
500 2,397 ii

500 2,1-12 13

Garden Total Density
Apts. (Units) (Units/Acre)
(Units)

180 s 3,071 13

1,5̂ 2| 6,6lh 10
X

1,722 X 9,685

i

A total 356.16 acres.



SJ b' Stafie B

Unconveyed land in Industrial Stage B total 154.03 acres.

c. Stage C

This Stage is composed of parcels comprising about 15 acres
which are not yet conveyed.

D. Process of Decision Making

On December 13, 1950, the Philadelphia City Planning Commission having
examined and studied the Eastuick Area, found that the area presented
the following characteristics which warranted its being considered a
Rtj'developmeni: Area "as "defined in Section 3(n) -of the ?c;vncyIvania

"~ " " ~ Urban Redevelopment Lav-" of" May' 24, "1945; P.U 9?1: " _~:.

a. Unsafe, unsanitary, inadequate, or overcrowded conditions of
dwellings.

b. Faulty street or lot layout.

c. Inadequate planning of the area and economically or socially
undesirable land uses.

.1
Based on the above findings, the Philadelphia City Planning

Commission concluded that the substandard conditions in the Eastwick
Area properly constituted it as a Redevelopment Area and certified to
the. Redevelopment Area as defined by the Urban Redevelopment Law.

As approved by Board Resolution No. 1442, "dated June 7, 1957, of the
Redevelopment Authority of: the City of Philadelphia, this project is
being undertaken with the assistance of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency, Urban Renewal Administration, pursuant to the Federal Housing
Act of 1954, as amended, and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Urban
Redevelopment Law of 1945, P,L. 991, as amended.

E. S_t_a_tn s o f ProJ ec t_ Ac t i v i t i e s

Acquisition - 100% complete

Remaining Relocation - Approximately 15 commercial, 50 families
and individuals -

Remaining Clearance - Approximately 100 structures

Disposition - Total Authority lane, approximately 2,500 acres. Total
conveyed, approximately 1,000 acres. Total remaining to be conveyed,
approximately 1,550 acres. (See Map No. 4).
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CHAPTKR ii - nrvTRONKF-JTAL IMPACT OF PROPOSED ACTION
jfjiys ica I Lnv i ron_nen t:
A. Land Use (See Man 3)

The Proposed Land Use Hap shows the delineation of Eastwick into four
'Residential Stages (i, II, III and IV) and three Industrial Stages (A, B, and
C). Each Residential Stage also provides for complemental development of
commercial and institutional uses. Note: Hap 3 is a- revision to the land use
exhibit included in the Draft EIS and reflects various relatively minor changes
-which have been made to -the Flan by "the Redevelopment Authority.

!• Residential Land Use

Staj?e I

^ t °n-a, T Qf* ths Ulastwick Hedevelo^me^t Area is "isr(TslTr coE'"!0 "̂° i>ri^^
- -- -- respect to residential development. Sever, water, curbs, sidewalks, — -

paving, and fill are in place, except for some small scattered areas.
Residential housing covers "most of Stage I. The "major areas remaining" "to
be developed in Stage I are the central apartment units (about 10 acres)
and parcels in the northeast corner designated for single-family residences
(three acres). There are several smaller- vacant parcels scattered through-
out Stage I, which, in combination, total less than three acres. With
these exceptions, the balance of Stage I, residential, is fully developed.

Changes to the Plan to permit a Mini-Town Center (9*8 acres) on Island
Avenue and to redesignate certain residential parcels for park and play-
.ground us.e ,are .under consideration by the Authority.

Stage II - (See Hap 3)

Stage II of the Eastwick Redevelopment .area will be discussed in three
sections: l) the area north of Lindbergh Boulevard, "Upper Stage II",;
2) the area south of Lindbergh Boulevard, "Lower Stage II"; and 3) the
area south of the Reading Railroad, known as the Airport Clearance lone
(due to Federal Aviation Authority regulations, there will be no
residential development there). Residential Laad Use, however, is shown for
the swim club parcel located in the northwest corner of the Airport
Clearance Zone and a fire station is designated on Island Avenue. With
the exception of limited small parcels of existing use, this third .area

1 will be incorporated into the regional park system.
|
> Upper Stage II is approximately 75 percent complete at this time. All
i residential development (with the exception of aiall scattered parcels)

east of 8lst Street is complete, with sewer, weier, paving, curb, side-
i walk and residential housing. Apartment developments in this area are

also complete. Areas west of 8lst Street are jcoposed to be developed
progressively. Water and sewer facilities in this area are complete.
Paving will proceed through 1977- Several residential units in this area
will be revested to the former owners or sold to Eastwick relocatees.

^



Curb and sidewalk improvements will_ proceed concurrently with street
paving and new'housing development.

Lover Stage II is largely undeveloped at this time. Areas along
Lindbergh Boulevard including residential housing and apartment
developments are complete with all improvements. Apartments in

"the center of Lower Stage II "were "completed "in the 'early 1950's
and are complete with all improvements. Plans call for a gradual
development of the area from north to south.

III

Because of the relocation of the Delaware .iDcpressway (1-95) sjid the
expansion of the International Airport, the Authority had been
considering- al'tern'a'te Tsuse of "this 'ares., ̂ perhaps to commercial arid
industrial. Such change to a non-housing reuse" will now b'e mandated
due to air nualit1"". noise i-H^action and f 1 oo-d-i"1 e"<pntoritial« — • '

Stage IV

This area is at present largely vacant land, with few improvements. Sewer
and water projects are currently underway in the initial development
area of Stage IV, ie, the northwest comer of .the area at SUth Street and
Lindbergh Boulevard. Apartment units at this site are under construction.
The residential units in the cul-de-sacs alcr.g- 5Lth Street will "be
under construction later this year. Site improvements such as fill,
paving, curb, and sidewalk will be undertaken ~o meet the development
schedule. Sequence of development in Stage 17 vill proceed southwest to.
south along Lindbergh Boulevard, and then east on Mario Lanza Boulevard to
8i|th Street through 1973. Site improvenen-s will also follow this scheme.

2. Industrial Land Use

Stage A ^ %

Stage A at present is mostly vacant land, with major sewer and water
improvements in place. The northern parcels along Lindbergh Boulevard
are developed with all site improvements. Site improvements are being
provided in the interior section below the Reading Railroad.

Stage B

This area is largely developed, with limited Industrial uses in all
parcels along Lindbergh Boulevard and Zastwick Avenue. Site
improvements are virtually complete in Stage 3, and other interested
industries are being contacted.

KjwwiWw*.1' WH.''S?*i--V -V , . ̂  . ,£



The sect ion of Stage B a long Passyunk Avenue is curre
devoted to au to dea l e r sh ips and other l imi ted indust
S i x t y - f i r s t and S ix ty- th i rd Street areas are provide
cu r r en t ly wi th all site improvements that are require

Stage C

As w i t h Res iden t i a l Stage III, plans for this area we'r^JBs'everelv
-disrupted by the presence of 1-95, New access and si tegjmprove-
men t p lans for the remainder of Stage C have not yet .beerr;finaiizpd
It i s - an t i c ipa t ed at this t ime that a major portion offJSJFage C
wi l l be devoted to the Airport High-Speed Rail Line which must
go genera l ly f rom the north part of Stage C to the vicinity of
thr* Ai rpor t . Indus t r i a l use in the balance of the Stag'elC area
is not projected for several years.

Other I n d u s t r i a l Areas " "" ' """""

Limited industr ial uses exist in the ncrtherr.rr.cst sectio^i of
Eastwick, in uppe r R e s i d e n t i a l Stage II . Paving and sidewalks
mus t bo p rov ided for i ndus t ry along Glenmore Avenue.

3* Commercial .Land__Us_n

There arn several commercial areas in Eastwick. The Neighborhood
Shopping Center on 70th Street is provided with all site_
improvements and has been completed. A small shoppingljarea is
a 1 so comple ted at I s l a n d and Elmwood Avenues. The Neighborhood

- Shopping Center on the northeast corner of Island Aven~ue.;and
Lindbergh Boulevard is a l so comple ted . Projected commercial
development inc ludes Neighborhood Shopping Centers at^8§"th Street
and Lindbergh Bou levard , and at the* f o r m e r 87th Street^ffcnd M^rio
Lanza Boulevard . These w i l l be developed concurrentlyjg/ith
residential development in this area. There may also^bfi-^commercial
development in Res iden t ia l Stage III." A major shopping^center is
projected Cor the southwest corner of Island Avenue andJLindbergh
Boulevard in Resident ia l Stage II. All improvementsjhave been

•> p r o v i d e d f o r t h i s p r o j e c t .

3 ^- I n s t i t u t i o n a l Land Use
"I
:-j In Stage I there are two churches. In Stage II there^afe two
j existing elementary schools tone bf - ing used for educabLe retarded
•j ch i ld ren) , a 'new Midd l e School , and a High School annex.,
; Projected development for Stage IV includes a parochi^Kschool at

84th Street and Lindbergh B o u l e v a r d , and a public higlSschool at
84th Street and Mario Lanza Boulevard . All site improvements
except paving of 84th Street are cur ien t ly complete oMindervay
in this area. Eighty- four th Street paving is a Statajgrojrct
and is nearly complete.



In addition, there is proposed a "Mini-Town Center" for the pa reel
dgL immcdia tcly north of the. Neighborhood Shopping Center at Island
^sP Avenue- aid Lindbergh Boulevard. This Center will include a

j neighborhood library and professional and government services
1 offices,

i B. Soils , OoIog y a n d S u b s u r fa c e Co nd i 11 o n s

•• The greater portion of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area lies in the
•j Coastal Plain Region which is characterized by low altitude and nearly
•1 flat topography with shallow broad valleys. The central portion of the
;; project is drained by Mingo Creek which flows eastward into the Schuylkill
.] River. The stream is presently an open storm sewer and drainage culvert.
•^ The western portion of the project is currently drained by the bordering
'-* Cobbs Crenk and Darby Creek which flow southward to the Delaware River.
J _ _ . . - _ - - _ . - . - . _ . . . - ~ - - - 2
.1" ~-""~ ' ~ Deposits underlying the study area are unconsolidated beds of sand and
", gravel separated by thin layers of silt and clay. These beds dip
J so'jtheastwardly and vary in thickness from a few feet in. the wes' cm portion
'3 to more than a hundred feet in the southern portion. The unconsolidated
•3 dcpo.si ts are under lain by highly con sol i da ted rock consisting' mainly
•j of Schist and Gneiss.

The native soils reflect the sandy and silty nature of the underlying
unconsolidated deposits which are fine to medium grained and exhibit
moderately low permeability. Drainage has always been a problem in
Eastwick due to the low flct terrain, in addition to the fact that the:
ground water table is less than ten feet .throughout most of the area and
portions of the area scheduled for fill have not beer, filled. Due to
project development, impervious surfaces (structures, paved roadway,
sidewalks, etc. ) will/have increased peak flov discharges. Until the ',
storm drainage system is complete, flow in the receiving streams will ••
be increased. Along with the fill activities and the incomplete drainage
system, areas previously not flooded may experience runoff (flood)
problems. Scattered incidences have been reported, but with the completion 1
of thn___aforementione.d activities and flood control f ac i 1 i t i e s , "mo st ~~"' ~"" /
problems will be alleviated. "' ""*"""'"" " ""~" " "~"~ "' J.

Fill material lias been and will be placed over the unconsolidated native
soils (organic mats of vegetation underlain by sand and silt). The
marshy arras aro presently drained prior to filling activities. The
fill is then spread in six inch layers and compacted until the area is
brought up to clesiretf grade. These native materials are similar to the
adjacent Tinicum Mars IT Arer.. However, it is not possible to determine
the related quality nf the area's marshes because of the septic tank
.systems srrving past residential development and previous uncontrolled
opt-n dumping activities. It is Likely that the marshy areas in the
Eastwick projrct do not compare in quality to those existing in the
Tinicum Marsh. Fill materials already placed have interrupted, if not
permanently stopped, the flow of the many small rivulets and depressions
which were present.



The ,-id bfvirinr, capacities vary throughout the area depends 6 upon
jj~ whr r ar-M.s wre rut, f i l l e d , the type of material used for filling
^^ ant' r extent of compaction applied to the f i l l material. In

res ntial Stage I, bearing capacities were inadequately studied and
the area has experienced scttlnnent. However, this was mainly due to -
the fact that the structures were located over an old dump. The place-
ment of fill in this area over the organic material also caused biological
degradation anaerobically with the end products of methane and carbon
dioxide being formed. Venting procedures were instituted to alleviate
the gas seepage problem. Corrective.measures and repair work have been
accompl ished to a I IP. via te. the set '.iemcnt problem. However, this area
can conceivably experience additional settlement.

In other areas, test pits for each building block are being performed
to determine the required type of foundation. The engineered foundations
vary f rom heavy type (three feet deep by tr.-/o feet wide) to grade beams, ^

'" ~ a'nd where necessa'ry, the. use of wood piles. When the test pits have -
been prepared, they are inspected by a representative for Lhe City of
Philadelphia at which time, the foundation type, is -(Jr-Cr-rrr. ined. These-
procrciu rco v.- i LI ir.os '~ like', y proven".. a reoccurrence of sett lerr.en t problems
as experienced in residential Stage I.

Tin: fill materials obtained from the Schuylkill River and Delaware River
consisted mainly of silt, solid waste, sand, gravel and topsoil. The
process of storing, moving and placing this material has exposed large
volumes to ero.sion. This has increased thu sedimentation load on the
adjacent streams, affecting the biological Life in the water and increasing

j sedimentation in the streams.

3 " * Since late in 1974, the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources
(DCR) has been 'monitoring procedures and activities in the project area.
The Redevelopment Authority is currently preparing revisions to the
Soil Erosion Control Plan (see Exhibit, _6 in Appendix i) submitted to D5R in 19"
HER personnel are actively involved in the project and its erosion problems.

f'- Topography **

The Eastwick Proj ect Area is low-lying in the southern and eastern
sect ions rising in elevation toward the west and north. Relative to
City datum,the lowest elevation occurs in the bed of Mingo Creek (-12 feet)
east of Essingtnn Avenue. The maximum elevation is about plus 50 feet
in the northwestern section. The average elevation was approximately (-4 feet)
Slopes are within -the range of 0 to 5 percent. In attaining its present
appearance, the original topography underwent significant changes. The
established lines and grades provide adequate surface drainage for the
area. The few sections that existed above City grades were not modified
due to prohibitive costs. The filling anrf grading activities required to
bring l.he remaining sections of the project area to City grades is
estimated to be approximately 12,000,000 cubic yards. Approximately
10,500,000 cubic yards have been placed, with the remainder to be placed
as shown on Map 5.



;.j 4g| The changes In grade constituted grounds for condemnation and der.olition
:;i} ^^ of structures that would be below established grades, oimilarily, all

vegetation not conforming to established grades .has .been or will be
removed. Most significantly, the land filling will result in the loss of
the rivulet system in the Eastwick area and the siltation and deterioration
of Darby Creek. However, upon implementation of an approved soil erosion
and sedimentation control plan, further adverse impact on the creek should
be alleviated.

D. Special Conditions . - -

Two conditions exist which require discussion: aerial and underground - -
transmission lines and Rights-of-Vay (R-O-V ) , and flood plain effects.

-* " ~1~. Transmission Lines fSee Map 6) - • • - -

I .ie existing electrical facilities in the area are owned and operated
by the Fhilauelpliia Slectric Company. These facilities include a
66 KV primary high tension aerial lino on steel towers running parallel
to the Reading Railroad R-O-V/ for the full length of the project area.
This is scheduled for rehabilitation and upgrading. There is also a
66 KV aerial branch line taking off at right angles to the line at
about 76th Street, extending northv/esterly to Lindbergh Boulevard, south
on Lindbcrgh Boulevard tc 78th Street, then northwest to the county
line where it leaves the renewal area. A underground 66 KV pipe type
cable line also runs at right angles from the rp.il road at the subs tat.ion
tc Penrose Avenue, the Schuylkill River and South Philadelphia; a
secondary 13-2 KV aerial line runs from the substation to Island Avenue,
along Island Avenue to Tinicum Avenue and south on Tinicun Avenue to
the county line where it leaves the renewal

The proposed railroad overpasses at Island Avenue and 8!|th Street will
increase the height of the utility towers; however, the increased
height will not cause any obstruction to air navigation.

2. Flood Plains - (See Maps 7 and 7A)

The location of Eastwick relative to the flood plains of Cobbs Creek,
Darby Creek and the Delaware River, using a high water line (100 year
flood) of 9.7 feet USGS, 5-8' Philadelphia datum, has been illustrated

"5 on topographic*maps to determine the extent of Inundation. (See
| Exhibits 1, 2 and 3 in the Appendix l).
i
> On occasions in the past, torrential rains have produced velocities

of sufficient force in these streams to cause erosion and failure
in the dikes, with consequent flooding. The most recent serious
flooding occurred in 1955, at which time much of Eastwick was subject
to inundation. Changing of the elevations to conform with City
grades and filling1 in of the inboard side of the existing dikes has,
for the most part, eliminated further rupture of the dikes and flooding
of the area. The small areas remaining to be filled are possibly

^̂
.'*
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subject to flooding by inundation. These areas are the lowest with
groundwater at or very close to the surface. In addition, localized
flooding has presently been displayed following substantial
rainfalls and numerous complaints have been registered concerning flooding
in basements. As the areas are filled and the storm water system is
extended, localized flooding will be eliminated.

The Corps of Engineers is currently studying the Darby Creek Flood
_area .and .a modified report should be completed near the end of March. _ _ . —

The Philadelphia Flood Insurance study which will update 'and more —-_
adequately identify the flood prone areas of Sastwick should be available ,
by August of 1976. -----

Based on separate conversations with the Corps, the Redevelopment
-•Authority, .Philadelphia.V/ater Department, and the Pennsylvania ̂ Department
of Transportation, Maps 7 and 7A were developed.

\ 1'he flood exhibit reveals that a large portion cf recently develcpei
I residential units are subject to flooding in addition to almost al
\ the undeveloped, area. Therefore, and in orde:? to continue develoz
/ and alleviate the flood nroblea, it is to be_recuir.e.d_.that:
~ ' ———————"~

Any additional current development be .restricted to ground elevation
9.7 U.S.G.S. or greater. •

No development will be permitted in areas lower than 9-7 U.S..G.S.
_ _ I ' /ess xlooa proofing is prgyidi^u •,«, ^ „_/_,-• y ,, f t^l. t ̂  .(/i^'-'- !^'f-

The Redevelopment Authority obtain a commitment for the const—action
of a dike as indicated on Map- 7A« --The dike location is not definitely
fixed but appears to be the most logical in that both 8i|th Street and
Island Avenue will have overpasses at the Reading Railroad thereby
providing the necessary continuity. All residential areas miist be
protected. *»

d. The top elevation of the dike must be 11.0 feet U.S.G.S.
requirements for construction of the dike can be obtained fron'the
Corps of Engineers.

e. The surge basin located adjacent to Penrose Avenue Eridge which
is~curren"tlŷ subject to inundation by the 100 year flood,
must be notified so as r.ot,to.be subject^to inundation or codified
to prevent"^backup" of the stora water into the project area.

', Should the alternative for the prevention of backup be chosen, a
; pumping station sufficient to provide adequate drainage to the project
• area storm drainage system, based on a storsa with a magnitude of five

must te constructed.



1.3

f, All current construction (residential, industrial, commercial, etc.)
/ will be subject to these above-cited conditions. In addition,

I proper^land use planning must be followed to protecTETJHe , ,. integrity
L._ oT the dike. '--—--.--.---.——• -—— -- - . . . . . ~

T'Vl 1 •"• T\fy.L i.1,1- fcJ -*'\2 l
in -4-
i J, V

4" ll el rtj-iri'f'-ll-ll
Lfj..̂  ^^1_><.Av^..4, •,

i/

__

\the residential portions of the Eastwick area v:hich are subject to
[flooding with ./c.hê jin.g.ar.siandj.xi.g: that ...funding' f or -the -proposed • dik«
,:and jsiu:ge_̂ asin_̂ njprovs3errts-̂ 'T̂ ê̂ seauj;eji_bx_ the_ Redeyelopin.ent
/Authority and/or other City^agencies, and, provided further, that
cons'€'ruc"fron~"cf tliese essential facilities will be completed within
three years .of the release of this Inpact Sta-enent (February 1975). ,..

A great deal of the existing vegetation within Zastwick was destroyed as
a re'-olt ox" the fill operations. This is particularly true of
residential Stage II and industrial Sections A and, 3; and c-:lthough the
existing vegetation was of -=rgiiial value, this acti*/i-y included the
comnlete remission of any viable rennants of a narsh ccinziunity. In the
existing developed residential areas, the vegetation has been replaced by
selected planting of trees and grass. This has also been done along the
edges of some of the industrial parcels.

The vegetation in residential Stages III and IV is also of marginal value.
In Stage III, it is found in extremely low lying swampy areas; whereas,
in Stage IV it is in areas of higher elevations. Therefore, only the low
lying vegetation will be lost as a result of proj'ect related activities
and the filling operation in particular. The plan calls for vegetation
to be planted to enhance the future residential and industrial sites,

The types of deciduous trees specially recocmended for the area, selected
on the basis of their suitability and resistance to average air pollution,
are as follows:

C_omm on^ _ Nam e

Maiden Hair Tree

Pin Oak
»

London Plane Tree

Common Horsechestnut

Norway Maple

Naae

Ginkgo Bilaba

Quercus palustris

Flantaaus acerifolia

Aesculus hippocastanur:

Acer platanoids

' 1.1.



; will be planted in all parks and strips adjacent to pedestrian
^^ \ j and streets. The planting of evergreens will provide a visua I
$j$ K ier in some areas. Most present trees exhibit about 20 years growth

anc. are under 30 feet in height.

Remnants of natural vegetation can be found along the tributaries of the
major streams . The vegetation along Darby Creek has been adverse ly
affected by conditions associated with excessive storm water runoff -
mainly bank erosion and mudslides. The stream bottom is overlaid with
stdimcr, t . £3 rb;i£s an d cons t >~uc t ion debris i-thir-h a >*o rlot-i-Tmorif-^i r o th«J £j O fc *"- • " "^ . . * _ , **. •__ — *»• *H _ .. ,. . -« .^ . . — .-. - w ^ . L _

aquatic vegetation.

Much of the underdeveloped acreage is filled and covered with grasses.
Pooling of water in these areas and some of the remaining marshlands has
resulted in stagnant water conditions. This has encouraged settlement
by mosquito populations and necessitated selective spraying and fogging

'."". -1 — :"• operations. The pesticides being used are Abate Fenthion, -Cythion ,
Diasincn, Dcchlorvos, Malathicn, Pyrethrura and FLIT MLO. "All pesticides
are used in accordance v.'ith manufacturers recommendations.

The Tinicum Wildlife Preserve, immediately adjacent to the southeastern
:j edge of Eastvick , has been administered by .the City since 1955. In 1966,
'.i it was designated as a Registered National Landmark. See exhibits 4 and 5
I in Appendix.

\ Originally, the present preserve. was part of the fresh water tidal flood
j plain of Darby Creek and was alternately flooded and exposed with each
j» tide. Early in the 1900' s a dike was erected along the eastern boundary
J of 'the 'main channej -of Darby Creek that separated the present preserve
1 " from tidal influence.

-\ The area was ditched to facilitate 'drainage and what had been a tidal
marsh became relatively dry land intersected by channels four to five
feet deep. The conditions remained that way until the late 1940' s when
the channels became silted and the marsh was flooded again during the
winter and spring. "»

Close to 300 different species of birds have been recorded at the preserve,
It is an important resting and feeding place for waterfowl on the Atlantic
Flyway (including Canadian geese, mallards, teal and pintails). Mink
rauskrat, raccoon, rabbits, chucks, skunk, river otter, fox and other.
mammals, inhabit the area. Various fish, sheelfish, reptiles and

] amphibians may be* found in the marsh.

j The marsh provides a unique ecological habitat for educational and
\ recreational purposes. There are opportunities for active and passive
' recreational opportunities in the various sections of the preserve

including boating in Darby Creek. The marsh provides an important
function to local and city schools as an ecological classroom for students
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An important function of the marsh is its flood storage potential and
pollutant dispersion capacity for the inputs from Darby Creek. (Upon comple
tion of project activities there will be practically no discharge into
Darby Creek from the project area). The land areas of the preserve serve
to diminish adverse effects in Eastwick as it provides a buffer from the
nearby industrial and residential areas.

The special condition of the once-useful function of the marsh in south
" r* d so1' t hv.'s s t Ea s Cv.' iclc as 3. refuse and nurser1' a r ?-3 fo7" f^sh birds
mammals, and invertebrates cannot be readily assessed. Long before
redevelopment activities had begun , these marsh areas were used as dump
sites and were filled in to serve as housing and industrial sites.
Presently, much of the marsh is used as a dumping ground and, as such,
has lost its value as a natural area. However, the value of marshland
to fishery nurseries, to bird populations, as silt catchment areas and

- — to the production of valuable organic detritus needed by aquatic and
marine species is increasingly recognised by the public.

The major impact of the redevelopment activities in Eastwick are two-fold.
First, current and proposed site preparations and cons truetion activities
-;_ o»- — ^ -, ,, ~r \ r _^j TT -• — ̂  ~. --. _ ** A *- L~ s* *. ~~. , « - , * — „ .^ C ,- « „• l - -** f~ *- r*. ^^J 1 ^ . , , 4 - v . o t . l - , ' , ^in di-d^eS xv e.:iu 4-J. j. n<w i. so. a c: Cue CL^cu-Oi i Ot j-j j, i . iwcio i - t . en i G i L ^ - C I i . t j U J . ' . C

fill materials into the. Marsh area as the storm drainage system in these
areas still diverts road salts, oils and construction debris into the
ua.Tu~y ^rccK drainage u5.si5. untii. t.iis conoition is iiTiprovev.. impact rrom
construction activities in Eastwick will continue to adversely affect the
Tinicum Marsh. Therefore, the ̂ Redevelopment Authority must implement a
positive soil erosion and sedimentation contro 1 plan to al1eviaCe these

v.V̂  problems. This action should take into consideration the present value
\ ̂ "L/' ' °f t^e Tinicum' Preserve and the potential value of the adjacent Eastwick
' area relative to aesthetics and buffer zone. Concern ing, _j:he_.a.rea_ nor thv.'esc

of__Lindber_gh^_B_oulevarji .presently designated for the Cobjps Creek tz
\^, (1-695)jconsideration . should be given to its utilization as Open _Spa<

i ^ ''-;• This would serve as an attractive buffer for the preserve as well as
^ ,rj>r"y' open space and recreational areas for the residents. Current proposals include
^'- "• ;> providing a road and footpath parallel to the creek for better accessibility
''/,."'- to the Tinicuin Preserve facilities and location for the flood control dike.

F. Cl imat ic Conji t ion^s

There are no unusual climatic conditions that, will have a unique impact
on the project and no facility planned that will have a notable impact
on the climate, .,



S. .Air_ Quality

Air pollution problems arise from automobiles and other vehicles
(specifically carbon monoxide emissions), municipal incinerators, power
plants, refineries, various industrial operations and fugitive dust generated
by traffic, construction and other sources.

T}i<a J£a,stwick Ccmmunitif" is in a —a^'cr indus tr>i'ali^sd seethe1"1 c^ the C^ t"
Air pollution sources include oil refineries, gasoline bulk loading

• ^terminals, the U.S. Naval shipyard, a municipal incinerator, tv/o sewage treat-
ment plants, the airport, transportation ar-eries, junkyards, and, outside
the Philadelphia City boundary, two landfills and a paving materials plant.
(One of the landfills, Heller's D1 .Hi'0 and the nei^hborin0" batch asphalt
plant are just beyond the EasTwick Vrban Renewal Project boundary and have
provided an odor nuisance to the project residents).

~' Tt should be pointed out that the sources abovê n'the City""are all under
an air pollution control izrplezentation plan. Further, Gulf and-Atlantic
Uichfield refineries are in the second year of their compliance plans.
JSu] fur oxides, iD3.rticiilr.tts -, carbon nonor-iide and -hydrocarbons are the
main pollutants in the area.

The pollution abatement measures for the oil refineries, municipal sewage
treatment plants, local indus~riss, etc. should aid considerably in reducing
air pollution "levels in the lastvick area.

Construction activities in.Zastwick: have and will continue to produce ninor
increases in air pollution levels. Trucks and construction equipment
will increase the concentrations of pollutants in local areas. Similarly,
exposed fill materials wi.ll be sub.;"set to wind erosion am will cause
an increase in fugitive dust levels. However, this_shortrterm impact

c". v/i_ll__be_ameliorated by requiring the use of d̂ 3..STIPPressan"t.s.,(iuriri&''
construction actî itfies'.'̂ """""'"

The City Air Management Services has an Air Quality monitoring station
located south of the Airport Circle on Island Avenue. Following are
some of the pollutant levels which were recorded:

Sate

Jan. 1975
Feb. 1975
March 1975
April 1975
May 1975
June 1975
July 1975
August 1975
September 1975
October 1975
November 1975

Primary Standards

inuz Average Concentrations -(PPM)
CO - Ihr.

6.0
7-0

- e.o
3.0
9-0
8.0
6.0
Ii.0
8.0
10.0
11.0

35

C0-6hr.

3.6
3-1
2.0
2.7
U.6
1*.5
3.6
2.2
ii-5
5-6
7-7

SOp Particulates-2khr.
2k hr.
,0̂ 6
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055
.055

137
151
118
119
120
.26
170
197
131
229
21*6

9.0 O.Ik 260



The air management data indicates, for the year 1975, Federal .,ir Quality
Primary Standards relative to carbon monoxide and particulates have not been
exceeded at this monitoring station, nearest to the Eastwick area.

Of the previously mentioned sources, pollutants associated with vehicle
emissions and stationary (residential) sources exist and are generated
within the project boundary.

1. Assessment of Carbon Honoxide (CO)

An air quality assessment for Interstate 1-95 in the area of the airport
interchange (adjacent to Eastwick Stage III) was prepared-by the Pennsylvania
Department of Transportation. Two receptor sites (See locations R|. and
Re;, Exhibit 7A) v;ere established in residential stage III and, based on
the "HIVAY HCXPEL" one hour CO concentrations of 7-35 PPM and 5.11; PPM were
_determined. __ _ _ __ ___ __ _ __

* • •
To these values', a "HIWAY MODEL" was run to evaluate additional levels
of C& based on the relocated Industrial Highway, no additionil concentra-
tion would be added at receptor sites Ra arid RCJ as a result of this roadway.

In addition, three receptor locations in stage IV (See El, F.2 an- ^3 on
Exhibit 7A and 7B). have been evaluated to determine the extent of
exposure in that area. These results are as follows:

One Hour Concentrations

CO Concentration (PPM) Wind iJirec-tion Receptor

0.0 '
3.3
9-3
11.6
5.8
il.l,
5-5
0.0
2.9
1|.8
2.i*
2.6

10°
3.00
10°
900
90°
900
1800
180°
180°
150°
1500
150°

1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3
1
2
3

*
It is noted that .the one hour standard CO concentration of 35 PH-1 was
not approached.

The CO emissions generated by the relocated Industrial Highway added no
concentration to the Receptors considered due to the involved distance,

*The HIWAY MODEL is a computerized method established by EPA to
evaluate complex roadway systems relative to CO concentrations.
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The prevailing wind direction is from a westwardly direction. However,
to determine a. v/orst case, the wind directions indicated in the
precceding chart were selected. Other worst case criteria such as wind
speed of 1 meter/second and a mixing height of 1,000 meters were used.

It was further concluded that the Airport parking- lot and two parking
garages which are more distance than the roadways, would have no effect
on the CO levels of the residential areas of Eastwick, Carbon monoxide
is a localized problem and dispersion over distances reduces the level
of concentration notably.

2. Assessment of Hydrocarbons (HC)

Hydrocarbons, another pollutant of concern has been estimated with the
assistance of the Environmental Protection Agency. The following calcula-
tions incorporate information obtained from DVBPC , PennDOT and Philadelphia

.. Management Services. " " . " " . " . ~_ ~ . .' : .~;~ ~ ~ " T

C

a. Assessment of Stationary Based HC
i
: Some of the nev: residential units in the Eastwick project area will zicsz

likely be all electric. Therefore, little additional hyrdocarbons
will be generated from that source. Also, less than 1% of the
residential units in Philadelphia County are located in the Eastwick
'Project area. The emission level shown indicates a reasonable amount
of hyrdocarbon that is and will be generated, with the completion of
the project.

City of Philadelphia, Department- of Health, Air Management Services
report of October 197U, indicates 1̂ 290 tons of hyrdocarbon/year are
generated 'in Philadelphia relative to residential heating with a
total hyrdocarbon generation of 160,550 tons/year.

The amount of hyrdocarbon generated in the project area is considerably
less than other areas of Philadelphia- County on an area concept.
The Eastwick project area is equal to 3% of the total area of
Philadelphia.

.V

b. Assessment of Vehicular Generated HC.

The following criteria was utilized to estimate hyrdocarbons generated
by motor vehicles in the project area: A 90/6 light duty vehicle,
1026 heavy dfcty vehicle concentration -was utilized. Total VNT for
Philadelphia^ per DVKPC , is 11,511,000. The percent of VMT in the
Eastwick area is 3-8 sq. ai.= 0.03*

129 sq. mi.

___ ____
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C. Light Duty Vehicles (utilizing EPA Air Quality Book, Supplement

(l) Determine m
Model

1975
1971;

• 1973
1972
1971
1970
1969
1968

pre 1968

(2) Determine

Model
prs 1968

1968
1969
1970
1971
1972
1973
1971;
1975

(3) Determine

%V

.08

.11

.11

.12

.10

.10

.10
,08
..20

cdm
PS- D13

c
9-0
8.0
6.3
6.3
5-1
U.I
3.8
3-5
1.0

crankcase

D

5.U68
15,U33
13,200
11,1*00
11,700
10,000
10,300
8,600
7 -,5oo

- - -

DVRPC
F g-Ti "M TJV

ra
.11*7
.067
.101
.098
.115
.123
.1U2
.165
.01*2

value

VxD

1̂ 37
1,695
1,1;52
1,251;
1,170
1,000
1,030
683

1,500
-\ f\ OOQxO it-c- 7

~ —

i; included
3? recent ur

d
-
-
-
-
_
_
_
_

- -

ra or

0.01*2
0.165
0.11*2
0.123
0.115
0.098
0.101
0.06?
oaU7
_ ..

in
int

VxD

. . .

CdUi

1.320
0.535
0.627
0.617
0.586
0.501*
0.5U2
0.577
O.OU2

s:5.350 use

Crankcase page E33 '= 0.0.

(k) Hetermine evaporative emissions (hm)

pre 1970
1970
1971
1972 -
1973
197U
1975

h D3U

2.53
2.53
1.78

• 1.76
0.5
0.5
0.5

m (see above)

.315

.098

.115

.123

.1U2

.165

.01+2

hm

0.797
0.21*8
0.205
0.217

. 0.071
0.083
0.021

1.6U2 use 1.6



(5) Determine emission factor

T-Vnission factor = cdm x speed + hm
= 5.i* x .55 + 1.6
= i*.6

( 6 ) Determine total emissions

• Total emissions = 310,500 x I*. 6 x ,1*015 x 10 - 3 ~

B. Heavy Duty (utilizing EPA Air Quality Book Supplement #

(l) Determine m

TlT'O

•

(2)

pre

(3)

1970
1970__ _
1971
1972
1973
197U
1975

Determine

1970
1970
1971
1972
1973.
197U
1975

Determine

V
• 1*1;

....,07.
- .03

.10

.13

.11

.07

cdm (DR.
c
35-1*
lii.l
11*. 0
13-9
13-8
13.2.
13.1

crankcase

D
7,896

lj> ,000
- 13,000

15,800
15,800
15,17U

5,316
-

D65)
d
_
-
_
-
-
-
-

emissions

VxD
3,475

9.10
' 1,01*0

i crflnJ. ,,/v^2,o5a1,669
~>T>j i •-

11,100

DVHPC &.
mpOT DOT
• 312
.082
.091*
.11*2
.185

-- .150
.031*

£
1

in
. 71 ?^ _~ —

r\O o
. UU(1.

•" .09ll'

-1U2
.185
. 150
.03U

cdm
11.05

1.16
1.32
1.97
2.55
1-98
Q-^5

: 20.1*8

per pg D76 - Post 196? = 0.00

Determine evaporativ-e emissions

post 1̂ 6? = 5.8 .'. 5.8 x 1 = 5.8

(5) Determine emission factor = 20.5 x -55 + 5-8 = 17-1

(6) Total emissions = 3̂ ,500 x 17.1 x .1*015 x 10 - 3 = 237



Source

1975 LDV
HDV

Stationary

Total

(Hyrdocarbons
Daily
VHT ' cdm

310,500 5.U
31;, 500 20.5

315,000

in tons/year)
speed emission

hm factor factor emissions

1.6 .55 U-6 57l|
5.8 .55 17-1 237

.55 - 851;

3. Conclusion

Eased on the aforementioned Air Quality evaluations, and Air Management
monitoring data, the levels of pollution currently projected should not
exceed national standards in the proposed residential areas of Eastwick.

-V-However, the expected exposure in the-area of residential Stage III is such
V^qjn rro I.FT "1 1 Vi

- -
o TiT'aTiaT'c.r TT)"i->TrT a ii<5£S

- -
•nr a i T»

quality than housing.

';.'.. • v.'"- .'!'?
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Noise

Noise impact will occur as a result of the three major modes of transporta-
tion - air, rail and highways.'

1. Aircraft Noise

Map 8 indicates the N.E.F. (Noise Exposure Forecast) contours generated
by the proposed extension of runway 1735 at Philadelphia International,
approximately 500 feet toward the Delaware River. The contours are
based upon a total number of flights (686), 8 percent or 55 of which
will occur during the evening hours. The areajbetween the N.E.F.-30
and N.E.F.-1(0 contours (Map 8) falls in the normally unacceptable
category in accordance with the HUD Noise Assessment "GiucTeTInes.

Exhibit ~8A provides a, correlation between 1T.E.F. values and E?:- db
--in addition to an adjustment value for nighttiEe operations. A ~" " "
further adjustment factor (-13) is utilized to convert EFiT db to dbA.

The level of noise determined to exist between N.E.F.-30 and II.B.F.-LO
contours ranges from 73 to 83 dbA. It will, therefore, be recu!red
that the_.residential .development.,remaining tp'_be constructed within
those con;tojir̂ j[jgô tipna._fi£.Stages..Zt-. TT.an(l_LYj.b£Ĥ p.̂ oyid-eĉ . special

\ construction tecnnioues so as t̂ff̂ _̂ QhJ.fî ,e-.adeo-û iLĝ .npj-s-e__j-levei.
i^" "reduction (NLR) by 35 dbA. . incorporated as Exhibit oB is one set
^r. of construction standards that will provide a minimum Noise level
'^'* reduction of 35 db. Thes-e__s.tanidiardis or̂ an acceptable alternative
i*' must -be incorjtoratecL.i.nto._the .controls j3|"_the_XTr'tiarL-̂ le.newal_?Ian_ to

• assure"compl_iance to. Hul). noise standards,.

i Any proposed housing development within the i|0 N.E.F. contour shall
) be abandoned and a more compatible land use reflected in the Urban
\ Renewal Plan.
L

2. Railway Noise •>

The impact of railway generated noise in Eastwick is associated with
the areas adjacent to the Reading Hailroad Tracks which bisects the
subject area running from northeast to southwest. (Map 9). Two
sources are identified namely the Airport High Speed Line (AHSL) and

1 * the Reading Railroad freight service.

'3 Presently ortly freight trains utilize the tracks. However, more
i tracks are scheduled to be added adjacent to the existing tracks and
' the AESL will utilize the same general corridor. There is also
1 ' consideration for a station stop at a still undetermined location

within the project area. {

a, Reading Railroad Freight

There are presently two freight operations per day and one operation

c
^
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will most often occur during the evening hours. All operations
are low speed (about 15 .MPH) and the present topography dictates
a line of site exposure. 'LJtil.izirig__thepJiyD__Noise Assessment /
Guidelines, and estimating' the average setback distance to X?/.'— - •— i i | ,,„ _._ _ ^-ru- — ••"— « »-"— -*.»-*n-*— , - — *»• ^ _r L. ,̂ .,-r- r - " ' -- *** ' ' - * - ' iX * ^
the nearest rê idential.._unita.._tQ._bg_.J.85..ft. , the_si_tê s3C£os,û :e.
to railway (freight) noise is determined^ to be normally acceptable.

Since the amount of freight traffic which v/ill be generated is
dependent upon the nature and extent of eventual industrial land
use in Eastwick, it is difficult to definitively assess the
future noise impact due to railway freight traffic. However, the
previous assessment will remain constant should the present
traffic double due to development. Therefore, it is concluded
wi&b j?s,i j.w3,y j.jr&igut noise will 1100 a

. .. . area. _. _ .._ '... _ . ._ _ „ „ ....

b. Airport Hî h Sr;eed Lins ''AHSL)

•The ssine basic criteria relative to si"ce ejcpos'ure and se
can be assumed applicable to the AKSL. However, other variables
such as speed, number of operations, and decibel level require
more detailed consideration,

The AHSL will have approximately 21; operations within the hours
of 10 1 00 "cm and ^ • ̂ 0 am . The "rc^csed train ( Sii verliner has
been determined to generate a noise level of 8U dbA at a distance
.of 50' from the track at a -speed of approximately £0 MPH.

The Final Environmental Statement for the AHSL prepared by the U.S.
, Department of Transportation, states "Acoustical shielding1 and

: landscaping will be used between Island Avenue and 88th Street

>. to protect the proposed housing and school development from noise
'.impact," (See Exhibit 8C) . ̂  ̂  .'^ /) "u. £>(

• '(..'-•It was concluded that HUD criterion will be met based on providing
• the acoustical shielding to a distance of 100 feet or more from
; the R.O.V/.

This statement therefore concludes that there will be no adverse
impact to existing and proposed housing areas relative to ncise
generated by railway systems, as proposed (Map 9)- However, the
RcsLfiy.qlp̂ ment jLuthority^myst jnake_certain that the acoustical barrie:
is, in fact", incorporated into the construction of the AHSL.

Roadway Noise

Impacts due to roadway noise were determined using HUD Noise Assessment
Guidelines. The principle roadway links and their intersections in
areas remaining to be developed with residential uses have been assessed,



TABLE 1

ROADV/AY NOISE IMPACTS

Peak Hr. Vol. Speed./ Assessment Clearly Normally
T.nrATTON Car/Truck/Bus Intersection Car/Trv.ck/Bus * Unacceptable Area Unacceptable Area Treatment _,.
ith and Lindb
.ndbergh Blvd.

Jlith Street
Roadway

'ith Street -
^ Grade

8Uth Street
and Bartram Ave.

Bartram Avenue
Roadway

r-95

"sland Ave.
ftoadway

Island Avenue &
Lindb ergh Blvd.

Lindbergh Blvd.
near 8lst Street

1566/17U

1566/17U

1566/17U

1566/17U

1107/123

79/880

17145/195

17U5/195

1190/130

Intersection

i\S MPH

1£ MPH

6% Grade
Intersection

IS MPH

55 MPH
i

l\% Grade
1;5 MPH

i

Intersection

f
35 KPH

Norn. Ace.
Clearly Unacc.

Norm . Ace .
Norm. Ace.

Nona. Ace.
Nona. Unacc.

Nona. Ace.
Clearly Unacc.

None. Unacc.
Nona. Unacc.

Nona. Unacc.
Nona. Unacc.

Norm. Unacc.
Nona. Unacc-

' Nona. Ace.
Clearly Unacc.

Nona. Unacc.
Nona. Unacc.

250 ft. rad.

18 ft,
38 ft.

18 ft,
iiS^ft.

330 ft. rad.

12 ft.
- 20 ft.

67 ft.
( 170" ft. - ,

20 ft.
60 ft.

260 ft. rad.

33 ft.

25 ft. rad.
800 ft. rad.

180 ft.
320 ft.

180 ft.
hio ft.

25 ft.
800 ft.

130 ft.
180 ft.

750 ft.
1000 ft.

«

190 ft.
600 ft.

30 ft.
1000 ft.

85 ft.
300 ft.

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments

See Comments
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Intersections have a particular noise impact within an 800 foot radius
of the center. The data required to assess noise impact are: roadways
and intersections being considered, speed limits on these roads, peak
hour traffic volumes according to car and truck/bus traffic, the
location of four -way stop signs and traffic lights, location of noise
barriers and sections of road below grade, and roadgrades in excess
of three percent. Data has been obtained from the Philadelphia Depart-
ment of Streets and Pennsylvania Department of Transportation. Table 1
TriH-ffia-t-acj -f-Vi0 "I *"*pa + 1" ftme nr\H isv n^no •? ̂  o-r»a + irvrt raviH "H-io ira-rnj-Mio o~] am^rt +• <=
,J..*.»vA._L_̂ *'**Hi *H ̂ hj U J.» V ^*\* Ws—— ** -- V-O ^HU*«^ w -• *w*»-*-*»—— -^*"»>W-»-—— WW-*-^*1** b___—— Xd. hrit v • ————- —— ——— ̂  «^-J x, J_ -v^* v*.» Lj O

utilized to determine the attenuation measures necessary for compliance
with HUD Noise criterion. It is noted that peak hour traffic volumes
are assumed to be 10$> of the AADT and truck volumes are assumed to be

of peak hour traffic volumes,

"The following observations are applicable to Table 1 and accompanying
map' (Map 10). ~ " "" "" " .. . . - . - - - - _

_

as indicated in Table 1 within the "Clearly Unacceptable" zone is
be eliminated and land^uses charged to a more compatible use.

b. Any proposed residential units currently under construction within
a distance as indicated in Table 1 under "Normally Unacceptable" is
required to be so constructed as to provide noise level reduction
(NLR) techniques sufficient to provide a minimum 20 dbA attenuation

I. Energy

Electric power is supplied to the project., area by the Philadelphia Slectric
Company. The electric company is 'part of the Pennsylvania, Hew Jersey,
Maryland (PJM) interconnection, a power pool linking the major power
companies in those states. It is therefore impossible to state exactly
where the power for the project area is generated.

i
All of the generating stations in the City are presently burning low
sulfur-content fuel oil (0,$$ sulfur). The Electric Company will
continue to burn low-sulfur fuel oil while supplies are available. If .
supplies are restricted, higher sulfur-content fuels will be used with
coal burning as a last resort. The Interconnection Pool is capable of
meeting the power demands of this region at the present time. Only once
during 1973 "as a voltage reduction required. Three nuclear generating
facilities are under construction to meet future demands. The Philadelphia
Electric Company will have two new generators on line at the Peach Bottom
Station in 191 k, and two at the Limerick Station in 1981 and 1983- The
Public Service Company of New Jersey has under construction two generators
on an island in the Delaware River opposite Salem, New Jersey. These
stations, will substantially increase the generating capacity of the entire
PJM Interconnection. While there may be minor short-run electric power
shortages, there do not appear to be any long-term electric power problems.
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Natural gas is supplied to the project by the Philadelphia Gas Works
opeated "by the Philadelphia Facilities Management Corporation. The Gas
Works buy natural gas from the Texas Eastern Transmission Company and
the Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corporation.

.Jn ,February 3-973 > .the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Commission instructed
the Gas Utilities to "discourage new business". The Philadelphia Electric
Company, supplier of natural gas to Philadelphia suburbs, has not accepted new
customers since the Spring of 1972. The PGW may also begin refusing a_ny
new services.

J. Inf ras true tur'e

Solid Waste (See Map 11)

The Eastwick project area is in the West Philadelphia. "B" Sanitation
district which is part of Area 1 in the Philadelphia Sanitation
Department refuse collection system. Presently , refuse collected in
the project area is taken to the incinerator Ibcated at 5ist and
Grays Avenue. Some refuse is disposed of at the incinerator and some

This incinerator has been cited by the Environmental Protection Agency
and is tinder court order to stop operations. The incinerator was
officially shut-down in November of '1575 £nd the plant has become a -
batching station serving sanitation districts 1 and 2.

The routing of solid waste refuse in the city is not done according
to any set plan, but rather according to an allocation of refuse
on a day-to-day basis. Landfill sites in New Jersey are likely to
be closed to Philadelphia within 5 to 10 years due to legislation
being presently drawn up in New Jersey. "'The first New Jersey ban
on Philadelphia solid waste was recently overruled in the courts.

The City of Philadelphia presently exercises controls on private
collectors. The private collectors are required to be licensed and
when finally approved will be required to comply with the Solid Waste
Disposal Plan. A certification of the land fill area is also required
to determine if the land fill activity is in accordance with State
(pa. andN.J.) standards.
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The collection of residential refuse is performed by the Sanitation
Department on an area basis and is very flexible in terms of area
coverage. The Sanitation Department's refuse collection serves
dwellings of four or less units per address. Other dwellings and
commercial/industrial sites are served by private refuse collection
operations. The Sanitation Department does, however, serve Housing
Authority Projects regardless of size. (Large projects are served by
large dumpster Collection systems). Residential bulky wastes,
_stree.t sweepings, Jitter, and abandoned automobiles are also handled
by the Sanitation Department. All other solid waste handling is done
privately. Construction and demolition waste must be removed as it
accumulates, by the responsible contractor in accordance with the
City of Philadelphia's Standards,

2, Sa n i ta r ̂

Sanitary Sewage is carried from the Eastwick Area through a predominately
. separate sewer system. The collection system and wastewater treatment
facilities are maintained by the Philadelphia water Department.
Sanitary Sewage from the Eastv-ick Area is routed to the Southwest Water
Pol lution Control Plant where it presently undergoes primary traatmcn t
before being discharged to the Delaware River just below the mouth of
the Schuylkill River. (See Map 12 for sewer service districts).

The treatment plant is presently operating over its nominal design
capacity of 136 mgd and is achieving approximately 35% BOD (Biochemical
oxygen demand) removal. This plant was cited by the Pennsylvania
Department of Environmental -ResouTces -in Jun^ 1968, Funding for
corrective' actions have been incorporated into a ten year water
pollution abatement program. The modifications and additions proposed
will increase plant capacity to 210 mgd and increase removal by an
oxygen activated sludge process frca 35;= to ?O;i~. This proposed up^radi^g
is required to meet the standards and waste load allocations set by
the Delaware River Basin Commission and the Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources . *

The proposed upgrading (secondary treatment) is currently under
construction with several contracts remaining to be let. Some contracts
for the expansion to 210 mgd have been advertised and construction is ur.de:
way. All work is estimated for completion by Fiscal Year 1980.

The Eastwick sanitary sewer system is designed in accordance with basic
design criteria^ furnished by the Water Department of the City of
Philadelphia.

Maximum use of existing facilities was made; no new connections wore
required into the Southwest Sewage Treatment Works. All sewage flows
by gravity to the influent chamber of the Southwest Plant pumping
the Lower Schuylkill West and 80th Street and Island Avenue Low Lrwr-l
Interceptors and various trunk lines.
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The sewer system is constructed in phase with the stages of redevelop-
ment and is presently more than 50% complete. This system replaces
previously existing septic tank and combined sewer systems. At this
point all sanitary sewage generated by completed redevelopment project
activities is routed through separate sewers and the few remaining (six)
septic tank systems. The septic tanks are expected to be abandoned
-by the time development is comptfifcp.d -in the r^sp^ctive stairs.
Exhibit 9 shows those areas presently utilizing septic tanks or
-Cesspools i-or 5dn i ttii~y sewage uisposal. The small number of units
(six) which are in this category and the present condition of the site,
however, do not render this a significant impact except as it
might relate to potential health hazards and nuisances should a failure
develop.

Total maximum sanitary sewage flow to the Southwest plant from the
Eastwick Project activity is estimated to be 9.44 million gallons
per day after full development. This flow is based on projected
population, an u a5suiiicu per capita discusrge rat£5 o*. ± s.^ gallons
per day for residential areas and 45 gallons per day for commercial
areas. In addition, an infiltration allowance of 2,000 gallons per acre
per day was included in this flow projection. This projected flow
was taken into account: in sizing the treatment plant expansion program
mentioned above, thereby satisfying expected design requirements
through the year i960. As work progresses on the treatment plant,
pollution levels will decrease. Upon completion of all work3 the
affluent will not by-pass the treatment plant and be discharged into
the river during heavy runoff periods.

j>. Storm Severs and Drainage

Stormwater runoff in the Eastwick Area is routed through a drainage
system consisting of streets, gutters, catch basins, and separate storn
sewers. Catch basins and sewers, as well as surge basins and pump
stations, are maintained by the Philadelphia Water Department. In
the Eastwick area the storm sewer system is subject to a continuous
program of repair, removal, or abandonment where systems do not fit
into redevelopment plans.

The major difference between the existing and the planned drainage
system is that now (due to filling and grading) the total project
area will drain southeast to the Schuylkill River; whereas before
redevelopment*approximately a third of the area drained westward into
Cobbs and Darby- Creeks. The new storm sewer system will also
replace a few previously existing open-ditch drainageways.

The Eastwick storm drainage system is designed in accordance with
basic design criteria furnished by the Water Department of the City
of Philadelphia. The design was reviewed and approved by the Water
Department in regard to a system layout and feasibility study.
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The storm sewer system consists of individual drainage areas connected
to collector systems, which, in turn, are connected to trunk sewers.
All of the trunk lines connect to a main trunk at 80th Street and
Essington Avenue, which conveys the storm water to the surge basin
located along the northside of Penrose Avenue between Kingo Avenue and
the Schuylkill River. The surge basin is currently under construction
and will have a volume of 21̂ ,000,000 cubic feet.

Certain additional modifications (see flood section) may be reaulred
to protect the basin from inundation by a 100 year flood. When
^finished, -the basin will be nearly one mile long and will have 2-0000
gpm pumps and 6-56,300 gpm puaps available for discharge. The basin
will be capable of handling stores with an intensity of 1.5" per

. hour.

Flooding .associated with jrunoff should not Present any__serious _
problems once the storm sewer system,is _completed.

4, Water_Supp1y (See Map 10)

Water is supplied to the Eastvick Area through the Eelmcnt District
Gravity distribution system maintained by the Philadelphia Water
Department. The water is pumped from the Schuylkil1 River just
below Peter's Island and treated at the Belmont treatment plant.
The quality of the treated water is above U.S. Public Health Service
Drinking Water Standards. The treated water is routed through gravity
mains and enters the Eastwick arterial grid at the northern end of
the Redevelopment Proj ect Area at two pair, ts; at Dicks and Lindbergh
Avenues, and at Ea-stwick Avenue and 65th Street.

The water distribution system far the.. Eastwick Redevelopment Project
was reviewed and approved by the Water Department: of the City -of
Philadelphia. This approval indicated chat plans for the Project
were consistent with the plans for the expansion of the entire Belmont
Gravity System, of which the Eastvick Area is a part.

i
The Eastwick arterial grid is designed using established standards
for residential (per capita)) commercial shopplngj and industrial
uses. The total demand also includes allowance for maximum fire flow.
Therefore (4.6 + 4.2 + 8.6 = 17.4 mgd) the average daily demand for
the Eastwick area is 17.4 mgd. The Belmont system had a peak one day
demand in 1974 of 84 mg; with the additional projected Eastwick
demand of 17.4 mgd, the peak design rate of LOS mgd is not exceeded.
The Philadelphia Water Department has indicated they expect no problem
in this area. -

There exists a five year capital budget (1975 - 1980) which identifies
approximately $1,25 million for automation and upgrading of the
Belmont facility*
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5. Im pa c t o n In r r a

The water supply distribution system for the Eastwick area has been
designed for projected populations and land uses and therefore imposes
no restricting impact on the proposed project activity. Actual
distribution system construction is carried out in phase with
development stages according to a definite plan. The distribution
system within the industrial area (Stages A and B) will follow the
devel oped street pattern. The arterial grid however provides adequate
"periphery coverage of industrial areas to allow full development of
the interior distribution system. The city water supply program has
taken into account the demands of this development through the yc-air
1980, and longer range demands are considered in a general sense
as part of city-wide planning.

No significant effect is expected from proposed project activities.
Development within these limits should generate water supply demands
v/ell within the capacity of the designed system,

As the Eastwick sanitary sewage collection system design is based
on projected project activity demands , the sewer system capacity wi 1 1
not limit development. The proposed Sou thwes t treatment plant expan-
sion will provide adequate treatment capacity for maximum projected
flows from Eastwick. The Water Department has planned and implemented
its expansion program to provide increased system capacity and improved
effluent water quality. This program hopefully will be completed by
1980.

Assuming redevelopment and treatment plant expansion proceeds
according to expected schedules, there should be no adverse impact
on the project activity due to lack of sanitary sewage infrastructure
capacity.

The storm drainage infrastructure as modified by the requirements included
in the flood section should have no limiting effects on development in
the Eastvick Area since the system will be modified according to the
projected condition of redevelopment. Since development in the
Eastwick Area is to "be controlled according to the redevelopment plan,
there should be no unplanned stimulation of either residential or
commercial growth. Although industrial development cannot "be closely
guided, the storm drainage system in the industrial areas is planned
with allowances for future connections in mind. Presently, there
are some erosion and siltation problems due to drainage into Cobbs
and Darby Creek V/ater Sheds from the western areas of Eastwick, This
condition will be corrected as all drainage will be routed to the
Schuylkill Rive'r through Mingo Creek upon completion of the storra
drainage system. The System design with its surge basin and flood
control will be flexible and should be more than capable of handling-
increased storm flows due to any moderate variations in development
patterns.
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Storm drainage as now required in the Eastwick Area will have no adverse
impact on the Eastwick project activity aa future conditions will be
planned for and incorporated in the system design.

Impact of the project activity on solid waste collection and handling
in the City is minimal since the magnitude of solid waste generation
at the site (approximately three pounds per day per capita) is> very
small compared to the City's total solid waste generation (approximately
3,700 tons per day). Based on truck capacity, number of trips per
day, and per capita generation rates, an increased population of over
5,000 could be accommodated in terms of refuse collection by the
operation of one additional packer truck (this compared to a r.ity
fleet of 400 packer trucks). The flexibility of the collection
system easily adapts to shifting sol id waste generation patterns
and therefore the city refuse collection and handling system will not
be significantly affected by the project activity..
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K. Water Pollution Levels

The existing residential sections of Eastwick were not served by sanitary
sewerage facilities of the City of Philadelphia.. The residential
units relied almost exclusively on septic tanks and cesspools for their
dispersion of sewage effluent. With the extremely higli water table
conditions in Eastwick, this contributed markedly to subsurface and
surface water pollution. This condition will be improved as future plans
call fur the entire Eastwick Redevelopment Area to be served by the
Southwest Sewage Treatment Plant. This will be a beneficial impact to
the ground and surface water quality. However, at present, a small
number of residential sites not condemned rely on septic tank systems.

Current water pollution problems are directly correlated with open dumping,
1 demolition, construction activities, and storm water drainage. The illegal

_ jdumping. of garb.agc in the southern portion of Eastwick has followed
demolition and preliminary site preparation in residential Stages III
and IV. This material decomposes, producing organic by-products which
drain to the streams feeding Cobbs and Darby Creeks. An open dump
•(Heller's Dump) lies immediately adjacent to Stages II and IV. This
mountain of domestic refuse rises well above the residential skyline
providing an overpowering eyesore as well as making contributions to water
quality degradation. Lack of enclosure subjects the dump to the effects
of wind and rain and its debris can be seen to litter the surrounding area
for some distance. As Darby Creek runs right by the dump and no catch-
ment or runoff provisions have been made, the Biochemical oxygen demand
(BOD) contribution and aesthetic degradation are severe.

A recent cour,t order requires the Redevelopment Authority to provide fill
to cover the portion of Heller's Dump Ipcated in Philade^hia. Progress
on this work should be underway in the near future.

Site preparation in Stages II and IV have been undertaken with the minimum
of consideration for preserving the natural vegetation in and along the
stream banks and the existing water quality.*: In the Forrest Creek Regional
Park areas filling with sanitary wastes and dirt Was conducted up to the
existing stream banks; Likewise, sedimentation ponds and storm water
retention basins have not been constructed during construction activities.
The stream banks have not been planted to prevent erosion and mudslides
have occurred. Simultaneously, storm drainage from sewers in the area
and from adjacent site preparation areas have increased the velocity of
the streams, undercutting the banks. The Pennsylvania Department of
Environmental Resources is currently monitoring the Redevelopment Authority's
activities in the Eastwick Area and a revised Soil Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan is being prepared. Full implementation of this plan must be
effectuated Immediately. (See Exhibit 6)

The surface water quality of the existing marsh is poor and probably was
poor before redevelopment activities began. , Much of the marsh lias bnen
filled in and many, smaller creeks and rivulets have been "limin.iU't! hy
previous development activities.
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The presently poor quality of the surface waters in or near Eastwick is
a result of the generally poor water quality of the Delaware River,
Darby Creek and Cobbs Creek, continued drainage from septic tanks, and excessiv-
seepage from landfills and dump sites near the Tinicum Marsh and its
tributaries. The impact of the poor water quality is significant in that
it reduces the aesthetic and actual value of the homeowners's investment
near the degraded areas of Darby and Cobbs Creeks and the marsh. Water
pollution level s in the Eastwick area shou Id not , howpvnr , be so ) vrd by
filling in the marsh so as to reduce the negative impact on proposed
projects , but rather should be treated at the source.

The maintenance of water quality levels in the marsh equal to those of the
Delaware River (which is steadily improving ) should serve to eliminate any-
adverse impact on proposed projects and , additionally, provide a valuable
natural area. for the benefit of City residents and EasCwick homeowners .

The continued expansion of the sever system ir, Eastwick will decrease
degradation of water quality. Also, complet iuu uf all construction
activities in the project area will reduce the effect of sedimentation
and runoff from presently exposed areas and will serve to' enhance present
water quality levels. Future project activities could well enhance water
quality by simply dedicating some of the presently undeveloped area to
open space and buffering the Tinicum Preserve* The natural cycles of water
flows in the marsh tributaries, the tides in the Delaware River and the
silt-catching characteristics of the marsh grass would aid in reducing
the presently high pollution loads in the marshes in and abutting
Eastwick .

1 . Road Ne_twg_rk

The road network through Eastwick appears to be adequate. Presently,
traffic appears to move adequately through the area. The Redevelopment
Plan has had a beneficial effect upon circulation with the separation
of through and limited access residential streets and the provision
for continuous pedestrian walkways . The southeastern part of the
Project Area is serviced by higher-speed thoroughfares including
Bartram Avenue, the relocated Industrial Highway and the proposed
Delaware Expressway (1-95). The proximity of the project area to the
airport insures the location of interchanges on these major roads
which will allow for ready access to these roads by project
residents. *

In addition, five major collector streets are in the process of being
designed and upgraded or have been completed. Island Avenue and 8^th
Street will handle "the bulk of the (north-south) traffic while
Eastwick Avenue, Lindbcrgh Boulevard, and Bartram Avenue will
accommodate the (east-west) traffic.
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Lindbergh Boulevard and Eastwick Avenue vary from four to six lanes
and, in areas of residential development, exhibit a frontage road
system to accommodate local traffic. The majority of this system
is completed .

Island Avenue will be designed and upgraded to a six lane roadway
with two lane frontage roads providing access to local streets. The
proposal includes an overpass at the railroad (eliminating a hazard)
and &n at grade intersection with Bartram Avenue. Daily traffic volume
estimates for 1995 are 25,720 vehicles per day.

Eighty-fourth Street will be designed as a six lane collector road with
two lane frontage roads providing access to local streets. The
proposal includes an overpass at the railroad (eliminating a hazard)
and an at rade intersection with Bartram AVPTHIP, Daily traffic volume

Bartram Avenue will be designed as a six lane limited access road
crcvidin" accocc';Kl't'it"v t<-» tb*3 Indus trial Hiehwav. 1-95 interchange,r ^ O ^ " " " ™ " ™ " " " ^ — - - • -

Penrose Avenue Bridge, etc. The daily traffic volume estimates for
1995 are. 18, 200 vehicles.
It should be noted that plans relative to construction of the Cobbs Creek
Expressway (1-695) through the Eastwick area currently are in aceyance.
Thus, trie impact of this facility lias not "been considered in this Statesen
Public Transportation

Public transportation (bus subway, trolley, train service) within the
City of Philadelphia, is provided by the Southeastern Pennsylvania
Transportation Authority (SEPTA). Present running times via trolley
or bus-subway from Eastwick to c'enter~city are 30 - 40 minutes.
Transit Lines in Eastwick are: (See Map 1U).

Route 36 (Subway-Surface Line) - Runs from City Hall to ELmwood
Avenue and Island Avenue; weekday ̂ service is extended co Island
Avenue and Eastwick Avenue (approximately 5 a.m. - 7 p.m.).

Route U - From 62nd and Woodland Avenue to Philadelphia International
Airport.

Route 37 - From Snyder Avenue Station of Broad Street Subway to Chester
via Philadelphia International Airport.

Due to project'activities in Eastwick, existing bus and trolley lines
will be changed somewhat to accommodate new residential and commercial
development. Tentative plans are as follows: (See Map 15).

Route 36 (Subway-Surface Line) - Cars will run down Island
to the Reading Railroad tracks, then run parallel to the trarks
to the end of Lindbergh Boulevard. (The line may bo extended to
Cargo City).
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Route U - Buses will use Lindbcrgh Boulevard to 84th Street,
run south on 84th Street to Bartram Avenue, then southwest
on Bartram Avenue to International Airport.

Route 37 - Service on this line will be broken up. Express buses will
run from the Pattison Avenue Station of the Broad Street Subway
to Philadelphia International Airport, and then continue to
-Chester. The Eastwick portion of present Route 37 will become

• a loop bus in Stage IV. Buses will run from Island Avenue
and Lindbergh Boulevard via Lindbcrgh Boulevard to Mario Lanza
Boulevard, and then back to Lindbergh Boulevard, continuing
over the existing route to the subway.

Airport High Speed Line (AHSL)

The City is scheduled to begin construction of a commuter line fro.n
30th Street Station (renn Central) to Philadelphia International
Airport operated by SEPTA. In Eastwick, the line will tollow the
existing right-of-way of the Reading Railroad's Chester Freight Lino
oast Lindber°h Boulevard and th.sn tum off via a viaduct into the
airport.

There are tentative plans for a station within Eastwick on the Line.
Such a station would provide convenient 20 minute travel to center
city Philadelphia (but at a substantially increased fare than existing
public transportation) where passengers could change to the SEPTA
subway, trolley, and bus lines for other areas of the city.

There also is the possibility of a bus route running into De1aware
County (via 84th Street) from Eastwick.

Present and proposed public transportation in Eastwick will differ
little, except for the rerouting of the lines in the area due to
development and for the provision of the Airport High Speed Line and
Eastwick Station. ^

Proposed reroutings and service will provide the area with adequate
transportation. It can be assumed that SEPTA wi11 respond to the
needs of the riders in Eastwick by providing schedule and route
changes as deemed necessary.

3. Parking———— fc

The major parking facilities in Eastwick are related to shopping centers,
the airport, or the apartment complexes. Major lots are:

f

4.3 Acre Shopping Center
84th and Lindbergh Shopping Center
86th and Mario Lanza Shopping Center
Major Shopping Center
Airport Parking Lot
Gino's (7'tth and Island Avenue)



35

Since all residential units are provided with off-street parking,
and since all commercial/industriaL uses will also provide parking,
there does not appear to be any potential parking deficiency in the
area.
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Social Environment

A. Comnmnity Facilities^ (See Map 16)

The Eastwick area already contains a number of community facilities
(sec Exhibit 10 Appendix) which services a community of approximately
16,000 persons.

The currently proposed total population upon completion of renewa 1
will approximate 33,000. Therefore, existing facilities will not be
sufficient for the increased population and new ones are proposed.

The new facilities planned are:

Shoppim; Faci 1 jjt̂ es

1. "Major 'Shopping Center - Lindbergh Boulevard and Island Avenue (32 acres)
j

2. Neighborhood Shopping Center - 84th Street and Lindbergh Boulevard;
87~fch Strcc t and Mario Lanza Boulevard

Schools

1. Pepper Middle School - 84th and Lyons Avenue (opened in fall, 19~4)

2. A new parochial school is planned for Lindbergh Boulevard and 84th Street

Recreational 'Facilities

1. 76th and Buist Avenue - a new passivp park

2. 82nd and Lyons Avenue - a new passive park

3. Penrose Park Country Club - 84th Street and Bartram Avenue. Park space
will adjoin the club. **

4. Regional Park - western boundary of Lindbergh Blvd. west of 84th Street;
northern boundary of Stage II along Darby Creek. This park will provide
the entire Eastwick area with active sports needs. Presently proposed
are ballfields, a pool and open space.

In s t i tu t ipjia 1 Fa c i 1 i ties

Church sites - provision has been made for the location of churches at
65th, 67th and 84th Streets on Lindbergh Boulevard.

Mini-Town Center - Island Avenue above Lindbergh Boulevard (adjacent
to the neighborhood shopping center). At this site are proposed hivilth
facilities, governmental offices, a branch of the public library, and
recreation facili
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B. Chara c t c r_o f^Comrnun i tiy

The 1970 Census Information reveals the following for the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Area:

Popu j^a t ion

Total 15,977
White 13,915
Black 1,938
Other 124

Age

Under 20 5,689
20 - 44 5,215
45 - 64 3,740
65 and older 1,333

Housing

Total Units 5,006
Single Family 4,26l
Multi-Family 745
Vacant 177
Owner Occupied 3,981

Median Family Income: $9,283

Note: Certain totals cited are based, in part, on percentages - not
actual data - due to the cutting of census tracts by the Eastwick
boundary lines.
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The provision of new with existing community facilities should provide
Eastwick residents with adequate services.

Of major concern has been the provision of educational facilities in the
project area, particularly in Stages II and IV. Information on the
area (Stages I and II) indicates that many children are attending parochial
schools instead of public schools. A new parochial school is planned for
the "school complex" along 84 th Street. However, its status is Jn Houht
presently due to the lack of firm plans for Stage III, which is delaying
decisions as to the future status of St. Raphael's Roman Catholic Church
and School.

Existing public elementary schools within Eastwick are:

1. T.B. Read School - 78th and Buist Avenue; presently used for
. _.. .educable retard children... _ _

2. Wolf School - 81st and Lyons Avenue; this school is presently operating
under capacity.

Directly outside the project area lies the Patterson Elementary School . at
70th and Buist Avenue.

Presently there is one middle school in the area, the Pepper Middle
School at 84th and Lyons Avenue (a newly constructed school). Adjoining
Eastwick lies the Tilden Middle School at 66th and Elmwood Avenue.

There are no high sxrho-ots wrtfrin -Eers-twick. The closest school is the
Bartrarn High School at 67th and Elmwood Avenue. The School District
has constructed an annex to the school at- 78th and Buist Avenue (adjoining
the Read School), which alleviated overcrowding at Bartram High and serves
local students.

The Urban Renewal Plan does call for the construction of a high school
adjoining the middle school on 84th Street,"1 In checking the 1975-1930
School District Capital Program, no provision has been made for funding
of the high school.

The provision of public schools in Eastwick, particularly elementary
schools, poses an extremely complicated matter. The number of school
age children in completed stages has not been as great as anticipated,
while large numbers of students have gone to parochial schools.
Simultaneouslyj the school population in the Philadelphia schools has
been dropping and presently many schools are underutilized.

While the School Board does own adequate land for schools construction
in Eastwick, the location of the land may not be deemed suitable
for elementary schools. Therefore, it is imperative that, as plans for
development are finalized, the various parties involved in the provision
of school facilities meet Co discuss the matter.



Aesthetic Envir o n m ent

The Eastwick area has undergone massive change from the mid-1950's; therefore,
the present aesthetic environment is a function of man-made endeavors of recent
time.

The older "new" housing developments are generally of red brick construction
in rowhouse form. Fairly recent housing (townhouse) is of red brick construction,
or masonry and brick construction, as are the new apartments. There are a few
semi-detached units.

The area below Lindbergh Boulevard has several industrial structures.

The development has reproduced the typical rowhouse design and layout found through-
out many sections of Philadelphia, and is rather dense. Some additional styles
should be considered in the remaining areas to be developed. In an effort to
provide additional architectural features, it is required that the Advisory Board of

- Design of the Authority-review and approve development proposals.

Due to the youth of the development, the trees which exist (with the exception of
the northern portion of Stage I), are very young, and do not provide visual
>-.oT i & r rpviei p-r»rtTi'f <- ^r *"h" h^mcs have srnall PTCLSG ' tjlots GOEG of which have osG1*!
turned into flower gardens and rock gardens, which helps give the development
some character and diversity, relieving the otherwise visual monotony.

Future development areas, in particular Stage IV and Lower Stage II. should
attempt to diversify the type of construction in the area. The construction
of incrs ssmji—-j.e vSC^ievj. sji-j. single homes, amu. v-nsi™ interspersing wi-.n voviinouss1
development would help relieve the monotony and density characteristic of the
existing developed areas. Also, in view of the concentration of people, some
"recreational space should be provided within the developments themselves, instead
of only on the periphery of Eastwick. It'was noted that the apartment complexes
are not provided with any recreational facilities, as many similar type develop-
ments are. Also, additional landscaping in the form of shrubs and trees (the
use of evergreens) would greatly improve the nature of the area.

The industrial usage on the southside of Lindbergh Boulevard, while fairly new,
cannot be considered to be architecturally exciting. Most of these properties
are surrounded by six foot chain link fences and very little landscaping, if any,
has been done. It is therefore recommended that shrubbery be placed in front
of the fences to mollify their harsh character and improve the ambience of the
area.

The Eastwick project was designed as a "city within a city", a self-sufficient
entity within the city. The first residential development, working under the
plan of the famous Greek plannerT Doxiadisr was acclaimed as the first "new
town11 concept in decades. However, the concent of a "self-sufficient" entity
can today be challenged in light of existing urbanization, planning theory,
and .life styles.
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CHAPTER III _- SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS WHICH CANNOT BE AVOIDED

The adverse impacts associated with noise, flooding-, water quality and soil
erosion/sedimentation will be satisfactorily mitigated through the attenuation
measures described elsewhere in this Statement. In addition, .Stage III will not

oped for housing reuse due to__the_ severity>oT""air"""pdllution in""this " '
' " ' ' " ' " - • - • • - • - • • • -

Ho significant adverse impacts which cannot be avoided/satisfactorily mitigated
are expected to result from the further pursuit of renewal activities in
Eastwick.

Noise Pollution

As previously discussed, noise generators in and adjacent to the Urban Renewal
area are many. Accordantly sroiDosecl reside1"1 "t ia"^ S~s.=r—s ZZ"^" and cor^L r 'ns o^
T"\T ,-, v* *3 ~l s*i r>^*** C ^ ri rt-~ TT i >*"% /-* v-*-i ^r^'-io -»- r% Tiv-iOj-fc^^v^-'-o'nl,-* v ^, •*' c- ,-* f^nt-vrtrtr*

Construction activity is a further source of noise pollution. -In order to" " " ~"j
mitigate its effects, the developer shall be careful not to schedule noisy '
activity in the vicinity of existing residences during ~ines v/hich may be 1
particularly sensitive to sound disturbance (i.e.. nigh-tine hours, weekends, I
and early mornings). Further, he shall make sure that his equipment has been I

y scjuippcw vi ̂ a noise niuj.ix3.ntt' u.evices
order. OSHA standards shall be enforced.

pollution-as.jpreviously discussed is now identified. ___ If
~development is To~"continue, abatement measures must be implemented.

Architectural considerations, including sound transmission classes for the
"structures to reduce sound levels in the buildings in residential Stage"IV, lowe:
Stage II and-the area above Lindbergh Boulevard between cist and S^th "Streets,
must be included in the development plan".

Acoustical walls, fences, screens, and other proven construction facilities shal'
be utilized where practical as well as adequate setback controls. In addition,
visual buffer areas (the use of evergreens) should be enployed.

Flooding

A special adverse impact is associated with the flood potential of Stage III,
IV and "C" in the urban*renewal project. Based on indicated grades, the afore-
mentioned areas of proposed-development would be inundated by the 100 year
flood. This condition is totally unacceptable to H33 and very possibly violates
Flood Insurance Administration (F.I.A.) requirements.

A thorough study must be made to absolutely determine that any areas scheduled
for development are not subject to the 100 year flood elevation. The areas so
effec'ted-arast-be' raised, dike protected (or provided flood proofing (see page 11
on flooding)). F.I.A. regulations must also be adhered to.



The Eastwick development, representing approximately 20 years of planning,
has produced the same row house type development characteristic of newer
areas in the city (i.e., the Northeast), which are also dense and
cluttered.

•4

Within Eastwick there are no locally or nationally certified historical
properties. However) the Tin!cum Wildlife Preserve exists on the southwestern
boundary of the Eastwick project area. The property is part of the Interior
Department's National Environmental Center and has recently beer, the subject
of legislation and financial assistance to aid in its preservation.



2. Replacement Housing Payments - Properties of displacees were
acquired in 19.58 or 1959. Since valuations were considerably lower
at that time, it is often difficult for site occupants to buy
replacement housing at today's inflated prices,' even with the maximum
$15,000 Replacement Housing Payment.

3. Presently, there are seven trailers and one family in the right-of-way
of .1-95, which has delayed construction of the highway. The Redevelop
ment -Authority is endeavoring to find replacement housing for these-
people.

A. In the past, the Authority had been lax in collecting ' rental
payments from residents in Eastwick. This has resulted in a situation
where several families presently owe several thousands of dollars
in wacK rent, complicating their removal to replacement hcusinc .

D. Litigation -• " " " . . . " "" "" . "~ '. ~~ "" __ -~— ~

Presently, 1 itigation ' in Eastwic'r involves the Redevelopment Authority
and developers of the area with regard co monetary remuneration and
development timetables. '

Recently Heller's Dump was forced to shut down its operations. This
dump had long been a nuisance to the residents in the area, producing
ma 1 odors and contributing to rat infestation of the area . The Pcnncvlvania
Department of Environmental Resources is monitoring the closure order.

.There is ,at present a suit by the Redevelopment Authority attempting to
shut down Roma Industries, Bituminous concrete plant, at 82nd and
Buist Avenue.

E. CJ-jLj-ĵ en Participation^

i
The Eastwick Project Area Committee (PAC) is an organization representing
eight community groups. These groups are:

1. Blue Bell Civic Association

2. Clearview Community Organization

3. Conservation "Area

4. Eastwick Community Organization
*•
5. Elmwood Park Civic Association

6. Penrose Park Civic Association

J
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The racial makeup in Eastwick includes concentrated areas which arc
predominantly one race, as well as mixed areas. During the mid-1^60's
and early 1970*s, the Commission on Human Relations determined that
discriminatory practices were being conducted by the developer. As a
result, the Commission receives periodic reports on the racial mix of new
residents and monitors these activities.

The character of Eastwick has undergone a drastic social change. New
resiucnts di~e Oi. nriiuulfi anu upp6r rniuule incorn£» young to uiiuui.e age and
are socially active as contrasted by the rather secluded existence of the__
older residents who tended to be lower/middle income, middle age to
elderly.

As new stages are completed in Eastwick, it is apparent that, due to the
cost of new housing, new residents will continue to be of middle and upper
middle income status.

The current racial mix indicates approximately 50% non-white occupancy in
the apartments and 1570 in the houses. This trend is expected to continue.

C. Relocation

From 1959 to present, the Redevelopment Authority has completed relocation
for the following :

Families - 2,400
Individuals - 325
Commercial - 207

•i
The Authority is presently relocating or will relocate the following:

Families and Individuals - 50
Commercial - 15

The Eastwick Redevelopment has had numerous problems with regard to
relocation in the past due to the circumstances listed.*
1. There had been *a general lack of incentive for dispiacees to move.

The Authority had kept a policy of not making site occupants move until
the land they occupied was needed by a developer. In consequence,
dispiacees were satisfied to remain in their houses and not actively
seek replacement dwellings.



7. Eastwick Businessmen's Association

8. Townc Gardens Civic Association

The PAG is federally funded, with several professionals employed as liaison
between the City, Redevelopment Authority, and the residents.

The Eastwick PAC at its monthly meeting vote on various recommendations
made by Standing Committees, i.e., Health, Welfare, Planning, Mini Towne,
Education, (During its initial year, the Eastwick PAC was funded (556,251)
by the Redevelopment Authority to represent the area citizens and provide a
scope of services). Great efforts were made to involve the community
by holding announced monthly standing committee meetings, publishing
articles and disseminating information in local papers, a monthly newsletter
and on-going contacts with thft community through the community aide program

__ _and constituent organizations.

The staff of the PAC consists of a Director, Community Organizer, Architect/
Plainer, five Commnni ty Aides and Secretary. The staff is administered by
the Eastwick PAC Board of Directors, duly elected by the eight constituent
organizations. The PAC shares oilice space at the Redevelopment Authoritry
site office at Island and Laycock Avenues. Through the efforts of "the
Community Aides and constituent groups, all individuals vithin the project
area are encouraged to come to the PAC with their suggestions and inquiries
in order that they may become involved with various programs. The
Redevelopment Authority maintains a field office for the purpose of
executing urban renewal programs and disseminating information to ell
-persons .af£octed. The .Redevelopment Authority works in concert with the
PAC on a daily basis to inform them of development and various activities
and to solicit their input and/or recommendations for programs. Attempts
are made to maintain effective channels 6"f communication, i.e., inter-change
of information between the PAC and Redevelopment Authority field staff,
through monthly joint staff meetings, representatives of the Redevelopment
Authority in attendance at the monthly Board and Planning Committee
meetings, and a monthly report. In carrying'out the contract during the
initial funding year, the Eastwick PAC has concerned .itself with a total
development of the entire project in an orderly manner in which the

- community needs are incorporated into proposed development plans. In
addition to providing a mechanism for area residents to participate in the
planning and subsequent development of recommendations through its various
standing committees, the Eastwick PAC has prepared a plan for vacant
parcels in the four residential stages of Eastwick.
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C. Changes in Land Use Proposals

Possible land use changes were examined for those areas which are not under
development presently.

Staf?e I - The Redevelopment Authority is currently considering- possible
change in Land Use from housing to parks/recreation of a minor number of
.relatively small parcels in the upper northeast portion of this Stage.

Stage II - The area presently proposed for new housing south and east of Roma
Industries above Lindbergh Boulevard is presently impacted by noise from
the plant. Also, the upgrading of 8J|th Street will make this a prime
lyiiOT'Ougi'iiJ. tijTt: j. 01? ^rUCrCS &J.10. SliuCIIiG uij.tr 3 iiiuu ueAO.WS.l't- ^Guilcy, g"i"'t?a L-j_y
increasing present noise levels. If noise attenuaticr.-' measures prove
impractical, a,change to a less sensitive use may be necessary. '""

, P ̂  T -,. ---.. C J- ~ —— TTu II

impacted uy aircraj. tj noise. Ij. nie noise problems wilx nOi. ue uegdted,
propcssu. j.3Jiu. uses 3iicuj.u. be Cij.E-ngeu. to an appropris. ue "use ccinp -^ti ul.s wi ̂ n
the existing community.

Stage III - Due to the multiplicity of environmental concerns with regard
to Stage III (air pollution, noise pollution, flooding-) and with regard to the
encirclement of the area by high speed highways and a rail line, from both
an environmental and planning standpoint, residential development of this
area is not deemed proper. Designation of the area for commercial/airport
related uses for the area appears to be a feasible alternative from an
environmental and planning "standpoint.

j_tage _I_V - Portions of Stage IV are impacted by various noise sources, as
well as being flood prone. It is understood that these impacts will- be
negated by special architectural considerations ̂ Sd/or^setbacks and flood
protection thus not requiring modification of the existing land use^————

Stage C - Consideration was given to annexing^this land to the Tinicum
Preserve upon consideration of the alignment of roadways (the Delaware j
Expressway (l-95) anc^ Barxrams.

I-6gg (Cobbs Creek Expressway) Right-of-Way

The Cobbs Creek Expressway (1-695) has officially been removed from the
Regional highway plans and the eventual construction on this roadway is in
doubt. Therefore, this land should be rezoned public to be used as park
space which will serve as a buffer between residential development and the
Tinicum Preserve. A plan change to this affect should be pursued as soon
as "possible by the Redevelopment Authority.



3- Costs and Benefits

It is apparent that any undertaking has inherent and actual costs and
"benefits to users and non-users. Such is the case in Eastwick, Benefits
that will accrue are:

a. The City will "be the recipient of much needed housing.

b. The City will be the recipient of increased tax ratables from ~'?.e
development.

c. Many marshy areas which formerly bred mosquitos and rodents will
be removed.

d. Substandard residential units will be removed.

e. A faulty street lay out will have been corrected."

Costs that occur with development are:

a. The pure monetary costs - an extremely significant sun that mus-
.bfi balanced against the benefits derived from this investment,

b. Investment in an infrastructure and the resulting needs 'chsr.gss
to the existing infrastructure to accommodate development: aisc
operating costs of such ar. infrastructure must be an-ici^ated.

c. The uprooting of existing residents in the area (relocation
activities) and the numerous individual problems encountersi.

d. The complete removal of a natural area - the open space/rr.arsh
land in the area vs. any other possible uses.

The above listings are by no means exhaustive, but represent tr.e ma.^or
concerns in development. Obviously, the city has .determined that "he
benefits of development far outweigh the costs encountered, and are
important with regard to other (potential) programs.



CHAPTER IV - ALTERNATIVES

A. Do Nothing Alternative

The Do Nothing Alternative was impractical in the mid-fifties in that
it would have left much of Eastwick in a marsh type condition with many
dilapidated and/or decaying substandard structures. These circumstances
would have made development by private enterprise extremely unlikely.

As Eastwick was primarily undeveloped land, it did possess great
attractiveness for the provision of new housing for Philadelphia, once
the land was made suitable for development.

B. A Greater Degree of Clearance/A Greater Degree of Rehabilitation

As had been_stated, Eastwick had been primarily vacant land with a
r\f

2,COG have u66n u-c-wG-Lisneu. iiie jTc05.ino.ei? were in s ̂anu-aru cuuo.i
rnd are incorporated into the new Eastwick community.

The reasons for demolition were two-fold - either the structures were
substandard or the structures were situated below the grade level of
proposed construction activities.

An examination of the area indicates that in certain locations considera-
tion of additional clearance might be warranted in view of aesthetic
value.

1. In Upper Stage II, along Lir.dbergh Boulevard at approximately
82nd Street, new development stops and there remains several elder
red brick residences. Though these" older homes are very attractive,
they do not blend in well with the new housing.

2. Within Lower Stage II, there lies a masonry block apartment complex
completed in the 1950's. The present plan proposes to construct
new residential units on two sides of the existing units. Sven
if landscaping and other design methods are used to "camouflage"
the apartment complex, there will still exist a definite aesthetic
design disequilibrium.

The demolition of such structures, though standard, would maintain
design cohesiveness in the development and negate the "sore thumb"
effect which now/will exist.

The amount of demolition and rehabilitation has been worked out jointly
between the Redevelopment Authority and the residents of Eastwick.
Admittedly, additional clearance would result in possible relocation
problems, increased costs, and possibly strain relations between the
various factions.
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CHAPTER V - SHORT TERM USES VS. LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY
IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Development of the Eastwick area as presently planned will or haG resulted
in the following:

1. Loss of Open Land/Marsh

As previously stated, Eastwick has been a sparsely settled community -
the area included several large farms, marsh land and large
tracts of open space. The residents of the area had a completely
separate existence from that of the rest of the inhabitants of
Philadelphia. The implementation of project activities has completely"
destroyed the previously quiet "rural" way of life of the residents
and has produced a "city" of streets, shopping centers, and rows of
apartments and homes- -- - — .- . ._ . - - , . . . _ .

The destruction of the Philadelphia marsh (via grading), has to some
degree affected the adjoining Tinicum Preserve and has resulted in the
„! .;„,,•„„-(-,• „„ f^f -fl „-„„ -^-nA -Tin-i-n i-»o.TAm^.r> 4-1-\ 4->i •> c -r\t^otr-i r-mal ir m o "Hj"̂  01 p-r-Q J
^Jm ,1, IIU , A1CV l»-^WA£ \J-L- .*. _A_ »_* J^ t* *_b>k AUk ^ Ul ****J.l*J, w """"""V* * ** w w**_fcfc* • f^~- * * - — i V ^ - r f - H . ^ *».»« — — r

(Philadelphia Marsh/Stage IV primarily).

2. Monetary/Infras true ture C ommi tment

Huge expenditures of funds have and continue to be used to develop
this area into an urban environment (total expected expenditures -
"$IOO,'000,"000). The installation of water "and sewer facilities, gas.,
electricity, and street lay outs represent enormous monetary commitments
that cannot.be recovered.

It is impossible to state what the exact implications of development
will be on the rest of Philadelphia however, past experiences i^ithin
the City can be informative. Construction of housing in Eastwick
will allow people from other city areas to move into new housing units:
simultaneously, it is possible that people from other areas will be
attracted to Eastwick.

As has been mentioned, residential unit density in "Eastwick is rather
high. Should density levels in yet to be developed areas be similar
to existing development, it seems conceivable that a population shift
from other sections of the city into Eastwiek will occur. (A similar
situation occurred with development in Northeast Philadelphia - the
city population shifted markedly, as development of the area proceeded.
frora North and Upper North and Northwestern Philadelphia to the new
units. Such a population shift opened up the Korth and Northwestern
sections of the city to lower income groups, and resulted in the
abandonment of inner citj^ areas).

r
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CHAPTER VI - RECO:-î ELrDED.Hiro ACTION

Ag a result of the Environmental assessment which this Statement represents,
the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Philadelphia may continue with
its renewal activities within the Eastvick Urban Renewal Area as long as
the activities are in confomance with the requirements contained in the >
text of this Final Statement.

These requirements which will be made of the Authority and the City of
Philadelphia represent stipulations established to mitigate, to the extent
feasible, the adverse environmental effects associated with continuation
of the renewal of the Eastwick project.

These requirements include: —-——- -• - - \

1. Adequate flood protection (pa=:e 11).

2. Adequate noise attenuation measures (pâ e 22).

3- Flan changes to reflect reuses suitable to meet the conditions of
-f-V.-s a C--T/iilS S
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CHAPTER VII - RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON" THE DRAFT ENVIRQNMl-.'tri'fl^ IMPACT STATFJ-TT?

A. Responses to Federal Agencies Comments

1. United States Department of Commerce

2. United States Department of Transportation, Federal illr|iway Administration

3. Department of Army, Philadelphia District, Corps of ki^-ineers

i\. United States Department of the Interior, Office of |,|K, Secretary

~3. limited "States Environmental Projection Agency, Hegif.i, ] j j

6. United States Department of Transportation, Regional representative or th»
. _ _ . -Secretary - - . . _ _ . . . . . .

1 . United St-s.tes De'Dsrtinent of Cotnmerco f letter dated f)< • i oh^y i #> i

Information relative to the location of Geodetic Coi,i.,-0i survey monuments
was reviewed and it has been determined that surve}' "i",uunonts will rot
be affected by renewal based on current project pro[M..nuls

Exhibit 6 has been incorporated to describe the Soil Krosicn Cortrcl Plar-.
Page 10, paragraph Ij. of the .Exhibit identifies the "/-:(-nci^s irvol'/°d
and their monitoring.

2. United States Department of Transportation, Federal lli."ilway ^dmirl^-ra^i^p
(letter dated October 8, 1975) ""~̂  ' ——— —— -

No significant comments were made by U.S. DOT. Subn Ui.ntive comment
was received and considered from PennDOT. i

3. Department of Army, Philadelphia District, Corps of j':n"-inQ?-pe; (letter
dated September 2, 1975 ~^ ————

Information contained in this EIS has been gathered from a vast number
of sources. Principle among these were:

a, Consultant tc^ the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority v/ho prepared
"ECO-1" , Applicant Information

• b. City of Philadelphia - Various Departments including Streets, Water
and Air Management

c. Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources

d. Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

& Engineering and Planning personnel of the Department of Housing and.
Urban Development.



i. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III

g. Various staff persons of the Redevelopment Authority

It has teen stated on Section "E" , Chapter IV, that the project area
has been almost entirely subject to a fill operation that has forced
relocation and removal of the Biota in the project area. The
established residential development has provided trees and scrubs
typical of the area and residential oriented wildlife (Sparrows,
Starling, field mice, norway rats, etc.) are inhabiting these areas.

jc hart hppn a. snarsRly spttlpd community to the? south of
Passyunk Avenue and west of 63rd Street. The Northern portion of the
project area (north of Passayunk Avenue) consisted of typical
_,-,-,.: .J -~ J--' - 1 __..<„--.-.- , J_, . .~-)~__,.~J- mu,, — -„_. -^T _-]„,, _^,^,,,-j^j -„ ,, t. _ T- „• n -• __
P6oxu.ciiuj.a.J. XW1HJU.OC: Qc« cJ-w yuic-ii u . i-ij.c j-CiiCw CLJ. ^i j,ojj ^j-^vj.u.c'j. j-c'-ic^uj-j.- -S.

code enforcement activity'for the northern portion of the pro "ect and
cul-de-sac oriented residential rowhome structures to the south and v/es

Chapter II.

'The degradation of Cobbs/Darby Creeka haa ̂ nol 'occtu'reu
of -renewal project activities. Water pollution from various manufacturing
-and treatment sources , -in addition to siltation from activities in
Delaware County, over a long period of time, has had a substantial effect
on the streams. Since the portion of the stream under concern is tidal,
-poBsibl-y the -Corps of Engine-ers can consider enhancement of the stream
conditions. .
The overpass refers to Island Avenue and: 8Uth Street at the jvoicticn of
the Reading Railroad. In order to avoid grade crossings of vehicles,
overpasses (bridges) with approximately 6% slope will be constructed. These
overpasses will not causa scenic encroachment.

The old lattice utility towers have been replaced with a more aesthetically
ornamental type of structure.

The entire section on flooding has been rewritten utilising the agreed .
upon variation between U.S.G.S. and Philadelphia datum. (See Section D,
Chapter II).

The section on noise has been rewritten in accordance with Department of
Housing and Urbart Development Guidelines and HUD Circular 1390*2 (See
Section H, Chapter- II).

The power station construction schedules have been updated in the text
of this Statement.

With respect to ground water contamination, reference should be made to
our response to the Eastwick PAC comment. Further, the ground water is
subject to tidal influence and is brackish.
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It is stated that. current capacities and expansion of the Belmont plant
axe more than adequate to provide service to the project area as
currently planned.

The Tinicum Marsh is not subject to tidal influence except through a
system of sluice gates so as to control the level of water in the marsh
area. This marsh sluice gate system is under the jurisdiction of the
Department of the Interior. The assessment of the water regiment in the
Harsh, even though it has beneficial effects on v/ater quality, is not a
topic of this EIS.

A fire station (with ladder facilities) exists at O^nct and Tinicum Avenue
and a Police station, together with an additional fire station, with
ladder facilities, are located at 65th and Woodland Avenues.

There is a proposed change to the current development plan to provide
a "Mini -Town" Center near Island and Eastwick Avenues. This center is
planned to provide a clinic and doctor ;s office space, community services
pyif3 -i n >*oT'o"'~"'' ̂^. "* ̂  ̂  °

The following hospitals are in close proximity to the project area:

a. Fitzgerald Mercy - Darby
b. Philadelphia General - Philadelphia
c. University of Pennsylvania - Philadelphia
d. Meroy Douglas - Philadelphia

The formulation and implementation -of the Plan is the responsibility of
the Redevelopment Authority, It is HUE'S responsibilility to endorse the
proposal and any changes contemplated. The Plan is not static and is
subject to continuous review and updating by the Authority. Relative to
the environmental assessment represented by this EIS, HUD will be requiring
revision to the Plan to mitigate the advers*e environmental impacts discerned,

The section on flooding has been rewritten to provide feasible solutions to
the problem. (See Section D, Chapter II).

Cost benefit ratios and amort: nation rates do not specifically relate to
urban renewal projects. These projects have typically identified with major
problem areas whî ch individual private developers could not reasonably
be expected to assemble and renew without public assistance.

United States Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary
(letter dated Septeinber 9, 1975)

The Redevelopment Authority has forwarded to this Office a plan change
designating the areas adjacent to the R.O.W. for 1-695 as park, recreational
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use. The Authority is, however, considering the entire 78* acres in the
area for park use.

The placing of fill material (hydraubic fill) has contributed to the
sedimentation in Darby Creek. (See Exhibit 6, Soil Erosion Control Plan).
Since the preparation of the Draft EIS, a considerable portion of the
graded area that drains to Darby Creek (land that belongs to the Department
of the Interior) has become overgrown with vegetation.

A recommendation for planting the "park/recreation area" will include
species of shrubs and trees which will complement the Marsh.

The comment on Historic Preservation is addressed on page 43 of the EIS.
The John Bartram House located at 5̂ th and Eastwick Avenue is approximately

-.— . -four blocks from the urban renewal project area and is not effected in
accordance with the definition of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation.

5. United States Envircnmental Projection Agency._Region III (letter dated
September 10, 1975)

The entire Air Quality section has been revised so as to properly assess
the condition within the project area.

Note: Personnel of the Philadelphia Regional Office of EPA provided
invaluable .guidance to the staff of this Office In our preparation cf the
assessment of air quality in Eastwick.

6. United States_Department of Transportation^ Regional Representative of the
Secretary (letter dated October 2ln 1975)

The project area has been assessed, with respect to aircraft noise and
mitigating measures will be required as outlined (See Section H.1-,
Chapter II) relative to residential development exposed to the N.E.P.-30
and N.E.F.-UO contours.
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B. Respgns es to 5tate ̂ Agencies Comment

1. Pennsylvania Department of Transportation

2. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania - Department of Environmental Resources

1. ^Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (Memorandum dated September 12, 1975

Revised sections on Air Pollution and Noise exposure are included in this
Final EIS. . .

It is noted that the Redevelopment Authority has initiated a plan change
designating1 the areas adjacent to proposed Interstate 695 for park use

"and are currently negotiating with the Department of the Interior with
respect to the entire area west of Lindbergh Blvd. for annexation to
the Tinicum Wildlife Preserve. This Department concurs with the"
R^iH enrol r-i-nm on "K fi i i-hV^nr*! +.-\r . ornH pi">fnT*rl i" ?1 o-l \r a i r - T - n - i l l n + i i n n Pnr^ 'Tn i^p 3 C <3 a c: Q _---' -——- • — — -*_£-— —-- - __«.-_. ,— _. -^ f —— -~- ? —* — — ~ _ ___*.^.^^ , «^_^— £, — _ _ — _ -^ _ ̂  — ». —._— ^^^'^ r>Kjiw , __^__ - , ^ f c ___

ments have not been prepared for 1-695- ' A plan change to reflect this
use (park) will "be recommended.

Where structures are exposed to unacceptable noise levels, and mitigating
measures can produce a satisfactory result, this approach has been
utilised (see Noise Section).

2. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania - Department of Environmental Resources
(Memorandum .dated September 19, 1975)

The advisability for further development is addressed under Alternatives.
It is our conclusion that development of Eastwick may proceed and that
measures to satisfactorily mitigate adverse environmental consequences
will be required.

The Final EIS has evaluated the ecological "conditions and requirements
relative thereto and are incorporated in the text of this Statement.

It was stated on page 10, paragraph U of the Draft EIS that DER has been
contacted and is involved in the monitoring of earth moving within the
project area. However, activities being performed for the Department of
Interior within the marsh area and beyond the project area are not a part
of this document *and is not assessed.

The rewritten flood plain section addresses concern relative to the 100
year flood (Section D, Chapter II).

The City of Philadelphia is cognizant of the proposed development plans
and provides sewer,water, storm drainage and street facilities in areas
to be developed prior to or during the early stages of development. Due
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to the scattered housing to remain in areas almost totally cleared,
incidents of flooding, etc. cannot be avoided but are continually
less frequent and will eventually be eliminated.

Data has been updated to reflect the recommendations for Stage III
development.

Our response to comments of the Department of the Army address the

The sections on Noise and Air Quality have been rewritten and recornraenda-
liions L-U mi i/iga Lie oiie adverse 6j.±eci/s have been incorporated.. Maps
have been incorporated to identify the exact problem areas.

"The social and economic characteristics of the population will not be
affected by the slight increase in construction costs to which some of the

;sts (grading, flood proofing, are assumed to be legitimat
public expense under the renewal program).

The design criteria stated is that utilized by the Philadelphia 'Water
Department in all areas of Philadelphia. Fill activities have raised the
area approximately 6 feet above U.S.C-.S. elevation "0.00" and the

which are controlled by the City of Philadelphia.

The conditions of subsidence, wet basements, and special construction
are constantly monitored'by the Philadelphia Department of Licenses and
Inspections prior to and during construction.

The market level for middle and upper middle income families and individuals
can quite probably absorb the increase in construction costs necessary
to mitigate most of the concerns requiring special treatment as delineated
in this EIS.

The developer and the Redevelopment Authority will evaluate the
actual costs and propose land use changes should same be required due to
cost considerations. If the change is significant, HUD must also review
and approve it.

The Final EIS addresses alternatives and requirements in addition to plan
changes. The Ur£an Renewal Program is not a profit motivated process but
a vehicle to provi'de renewal/development to areas for which a reasonable
economic ratio at the initial project review stage had been documented.

Up-to-date information on the closing of the 5lst and Gray Avenue incinera-
tor has been included in the text of this Statement. A requirement
relative to OSHA has been incorporated into this EIS.
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"Sy

I1/, environmental concerns relative to the 100 year flood have been
rewritten. The Corps of Engineers study will not be completed until the
Fall of 1976. HUD has coordinated its assessment of the project with
the Corps of Engineers and DER. Proposed actions and recommendations and
requirements have been incorporated into this Final EIS.

A comprehensive storm drainage study has been accomplished by the" City
of Philadelphia's Water Department and almost the entire watershed area
.of the urban renewal project will drain to the surge basin adjacent tc
the Penrose Avenue Bridge.

A copy of the latest Soil Erosion Control Flan is included as Exhibit 6.
Monitoring and enforcing these requirements ̂ is a function of the

^'rtV* «-*•<* 1 t ***1 1-1 ^ f-t T\ A-n r* "V* ~4~ +T\ f^-V> 4- f*. -f* 'CVr^*-< -+r* *-H V» «** A-V-H -4- *•» "1 ^
t*J-li*->J **. V O_i-l_l_Ci. -l_/CpCUJ_ VLUCl* L> ^J. J_U.A V _L 4. W^U-UC^J. Vd-J. i. L

The flow data and design criteria are established by City standards and
Codes. The building codes are more specific and mere stringent than mos'
building codes. The years of specialized experience should go ur.cr

All possible considerations to avoid or prevent adverse effects on the
Tinicuin Marsh Preserve have been considered and included in this EI3.

The Department of the Interior is proposing an entrance to the wildlife
ares, at uotn and LinuDergn Boulsvax'cL aim wij.j. inc±ude a wu,licws.y systtm,
a bicycle path, berms, planting, etc., adjacent to redevelopment Isr.d.

..The .purpoae .of this Impact Statement is to insure compliance with NEPA
and every effort has been made to achieve that aim.

"T
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Responses to Local Agencies and Groups Comment

1. City of Philadelphia, City Representative and Director of Commerce

2. City of Philadelphia, Managing Director's Office

3. City of Philadelphia, Planning Commission

Ji. Redevelopment Authority of the City of Philadelphia

5. Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority

6. Korman Corporation

7. Eastwick Project Area Committee _ __

1. City of Philadelphia. City Iterr_s5gntâ iy_e/Dj._r_eiCt_pjrir oi_ Cominerce (letter
dated September 26, 1975)

Tne comment on additional planting to buffer the residential and industrial
areas has been incorporated as a recommendation for consideration. The
T*Q f-ti 11 "r*om QTI 4- t j^ ~r» nHH~*+i''M*io| ^^J^v-i^ - r - t ^ n o V» fi •* •• "1 yl ^ o '***̂ s •» *Vi -* ,** V^ * - - i " T n .̂̂ - -srt--i - 4-

exposure and additional buffering at the same time.

-Industrial Stage C is ad.lac-en-t -to -relocated Bartra^s Avenue which is nearly
complete. Assessing the proposed roadway networks (Exhibit 11) there is
reason to question any potential ecological use of Stage III in cor.cert
with the Marsh. Final disposition of this area should be evaluated
and documented by the Redevelopment Authority.

2. City of Philadelphia. I-:anaging Director's Office (letter dated October 2,
1 9 7 5 ) - ' ^

The section on air quality has been rewritten and the Environmental
Protection Agency, Region III has assisted in the assessment of air
quality which is incorporated ir. this Final EIS.

The air quality data provided by Air Management has been incorporated into
the body of this Statement.»

3. City of Philadelphia, Planning Commission (letter dated September 26, ±975)

This Final Impact Statement addresses the comments contained in the
Planning Commission's letter.



k- _Redpyelopment Authority - City of Philadelphia (letter dated September 29,
1 9 7 5 7 ) ~

The comments on Air Quality have been addressed in the rewriting of
Section G. It should be noted that the Redevelopment Authority, by law,
has been delegated the power to monitor, determine, and (for the most
part) approve certain activities within the urban renewal project area.
Should these activities be questionable or of concern, they should be

The section on noise has been rewritten and requirements are clearly

urban renewal area, will not provide any acoustical value.

_The section .on .aircraft .noise .indicates the extent of the p_rqblem.
-.̂ Alternatives to .housing .reuse will have to be considered if attenuation
-throiici*h construetioi t£>chninu'=is are not to be achieved.

The comments on water pollution and soil erosion are noted. A require-
ment will be made to implement an approved soil erosion control plan.

~The Tiood section has "been rewritten and the recommendation of the
Authority is considered valid.

Relative to the disposition of Stage III, refer to the Alternatives
Section.

5- So_utheLastern •Pennsylvania Trar.B^ortation Authority (letter dated
September 9, 1975)

The comment relative to the accuracy of the Draft EIS is noted.

6. Korman Corporation (letter dated September 29, 1975)

Recommendations and requirements for the disposition of Stage III are
included in this Final Statement.

The indicated corrections have been made in the body-of the EIS.

The sections on flooding and noise have been rewritten.

Changes in land use proposals will be required to reflect the finding:
incorporated in this environmental assessment.

The text on project history has been slightly modified so as to be more
compatible with the original character of Eastwick text.
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\ The positive position taken with respect to the renewal plan is noted.
> However, it should be stressed that what has. been accomplished (good

or bad) has been given a cursory consideration in that it cannot be
reasonably changed. The EIS is most concerned with areas of current
and future development.

7, Eastwick Project Area Comaittee (letter dated January 13i 1976)

Tlost of the comments contained in the letter from the Project Area
Committee have been addressed in the rewritten Sections of Air Quality,
Noise and Flooding.

A definitive answer to the raw sewage discharge into Darby Creek under
peak storm could not be obtained. Therefore, this Office will

_ ._. . request that the Redevelopment Authority investigate and document
situation and initiate corrective measures, as necessary.

. -VJ.CVC.LW

strategy recepti\re to the developers proposals. The Redevelopment
Authority will be required to investigate all situations and where feasible,
make provisions to provide adequate City services to existing (to remain)
structures.

"Since City "grades "are established 'and "street patterns, etc. have been
planned, the Redevelopment Authority shall investigate and attempt to
provide public amenities to all residential structures (to remain) so
•as .each -family will have a decent environment in which to live.
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EgosrOfi A.'io SEDI.':::;T CONTROL PLA:I
EASTWICK URBAN RENEWAL ARCA

Residential Stage IV

-Philadelphia County Pennsylvania

Owner and
Developer:

Prepared
By:

Redevelopment Authority of the
- City of Phi ladelp'na
Hth Floor, City Hall Annex
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

J. F. Vogdes, III, P.E.
P OP crr l t"Jnn P-" n n i ntf o pcV ' O < i O ' ~ * - w < i » b - i * . . tif.-tti-^--*,*^j

1411 1'Jalnut Stroat ; Suite -17
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

for which this p-lan has been prepared lie within the Eastw
Redevelopment Area of the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Phi
The tastv/icl; Project has been envisioned a's a 'Mew Town" within the
The Project is located in the southwestern portion of the City near
fluence of the Schuylkill and Dela-./cire Rivers. The area, oricinally
pars!;, is naturally low lying and unsuitable for development. A na
of the urban renewal effort in this project has been the filling and
of the areu to provide developable sites having ac?cent?bls posit ive
Gerisrally ",he filling and gm;iinn in the residential areas has t^i-e't
to correspond with construction by the Korman Corporation, tho major
tial developsr.

The site under consideration in this report lies in the northwestern quadrant
of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area. The site is cjena^lly boi.vid^cj hy '-'inhty-
Fo:;rt;ji Street on the ea*st; trie Darby Creek o;i the north; the tinicun Wi ld l i fe
Preserve en the-west; anfl tne Reading Railroad on the south.

T^'i site has been divided into tnree suOnreas, tor trie purposes or this re-
port, based upon the stage of filling and grading and the type of f i'! 1 Materi
i fsou. These subareas are del ineated on Exhibit A.

-1-



EXH.LD-

EROSION A:ID SEDI:::::T CONTROL PLA:I
EASTWICK URBAN RENEWAL AREA

Residential Stage IV

"Philadelphia County Pennsylvania

Owner and
Developer:

Prepares
By:

Redevelopment Authority of the
City of Phi ladelplna

IHh Floor, City Hall Annex
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

J. F. Vogdes, III, P.E.
ConsuItin" Fnninssrs
1411 Ha.lm.it Strcet> Suite 417
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102
l.,«^ OO 1O7/1

The s.itas for which this p-lan has been prepared lie v/itrnn the East,:
Redevelopment Area of the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Phi
The Eastw ick Project has been envis ioned a-s a "view Town" within the
The Project 15 located in the southwestern port ion of the City near
fluence of the Schuylkill and Da lav/a re Rivers. The area, oriainally
pars!;, is naturally low lying and unsuitable for development. A na
of t':]Q urban renewal effort in this project has been trie filling and
of the area to provide developable si tes having atfcept^bls* posit ive
Genaral ly r.;-io f i l l ing and grading in the resident ia l areas Kas b:-en
to correspond with construction by the Kornan Corporation, the niajor
tial c ievG-cper .

Tha si te under consideration in this report lies in the northwestern quadrant
of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area. The site is fiens^ally bniJ i -d^t j hy [;irhty-
fo'Jrtii Street on the ea*st; the Darby Creek on the north; the Tinicun W i l d l i f e
Preserve on ths-west ; and tne Reading Rai l road on the south.

Th-i s i te has been divided into tnree subareas, tor trio purposes or this re-
port, based upon the stage of filling and grading and the type of fill !.v.!:eri<
•jSL'u. Tiiese subareas are del ineate' ! on Exhibit A.

-1 -
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Subareo 'A f has been filled to grade except for the northeastern corner which
required no fill. The southern portion of Subarea 'A1, was filled with hydraul ic
fill, dredge material from the Schuylkill River, which was stored vn" thin" the
Project. The northv/es tern portion of Subarea 'A1 uas f i l led v / i th M i s c e l l a n e o u s
truck fill.

Subarea 'B' is wi th in the limits of Hydraulic Fill Storage Area N'o. 3. The
excess hydraulic fill has been removed during previous fill and gradinq con-
tracts and no additional material will be placed.

Subarea ' C ' , the remainder of the site, is to be filled. The fill material to
be used in tin's area falls into three general categories. Deen fills, greater
than eighty feet, will be made with inorganic rubble resulting fron Redevelop-
ment Authority demolition operations in the Market Street East Project.

- - -Sha l l ow fills will be made with excavated material resulting from new construc-
tion in the Market Street East Project. It is unlikely that these two sources
will supply sufficient material to completely fill the area to pronosed grao'e.
The rerrMinder of the material will come from general truck fill operat ions.
In ail cases, both material and placement wi l l be controlled by the Redavelcr-rent
Authority.

2. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF PERMANENT STORM S-fATER HA'fOLIriG

Eventually when development of these areas is complete, storm water will be
collected in a separate storm water system to be ccrssr-jcted by the Philadelphia
Water Department. Two of the major interceptors for ihis area have already bee"
constructed.. The feeder-system will be constructed in conjunction with "ine
sanitary sewsr system, after filling and grading has been conoletaJ. The s tcr~i
water will be carried in the interceptor system to the proposed sur^s besi'°. to
be constructed at the Southwest Pollution Control Plant en Pertrose Av^n ; ; ? .
there the runoff will be pumped into the Schuylki 11 River. The entire area
be paved for streets and walkways; built upon; or seeded (sodced) by the de1

Experience in other residential stages of the project has shown that ?.fc^r
development erosion and si l tat ion are not a problem.

3. GEti£RAL_U£SCRIPTroa OF ACCELERATED EROS KM CONTROL

Subarea 'A' This area has already been filled and graded. Humus, fron exist1 '/ '"
stockpiles, will be placed over the unvegetated area and the area will b;^ seeded
with a mixture of Kentucky 31 Tall Fesque and Ped Top grass seed. The north-
eastern portion of the- Subarea is undisturbed and covered v/ith heavy vagst=.tion.
No additional erosion centrol is required.

Sub are a '5_' Mo additional fill is to be placed in this area. The e.xistim soi l
wi 11 be treated with nutrients and/or lir>e as required' and seeded with a mixture
of Kentucky 31 Tall Fesque, Red Top, and Annual Hyp Grass Seed.

Subarea 'C' As filling and cjrvdino progress, organic material wil l be Dlnced
and the areo seeded with the sa-.;e mx as Subarea 'A ' . The organic nntorial w i ' l
be tested for pH and nutrient content and appropriate adjustments nadj n r - i ' - t - Lo
seeding.

T
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J. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF. SEDIMEi tTATIOi i CO.ITROL

The area immediately north of Lindbergh Boulevard is being leased to the T i n i c u m
Wi ld l i f e Preserve. They are now in the process of construct ing an einht foot high
benn along the perimeter of the area to isolate their proposed a c c e s s " road fro:n
Resident ia l Stage IV. This b e r m w i l l serve as a dike to prevent runoff fron
reaching the Darby Creek or the 1,'ildlife Preserve. iJo provision is being made to
pennit f low through the berm so the snail anount of runoff from Stane IV f lowing
in chat direction v/111 be impounded and no sedir.ent fron Redevel onrcent Au tho r i t y
property wil l reach the Darby Creek.

A dike will be constructed along the westerly side of the fill areas south of tr.e
end of the VHld l i fe Preserve berm. Perforated standpipes wil l be used on the
drains through this dike to allcv/ soil particles to settle out of the detained

-.runoff. ." •• . v —- — • - - - • - - - _ --- -— — '-— -

A dike wil l a lso be constructed to iso la te the headwall which accesses the
Eighty-Sixth Street interceptor at Albertson P l a c e . A perforated standpipe
will be used on the drain through this dike.

5. HYDRniOGIC RUNOFF COMPUTATIONS

The Soil Conservat ion Service Soil Cover Complex Method was used in computing
tne drainage runoff. An addit ional 0.6 inches per acre was added for sedin^n-
tation. The computations are included in this report.

6. -STAdl i iG OF EARTHMQVIN6 ACTIVIT IES

Subarea 'A' This area has already been f i l led-and graded. The area wi l l be
covered wi th hurnus and seeded in tha near future.

Sub a re a 'B1 f!o additional fill is required in this ars?.. The construct ion of cha
dike along the Darby Creek and the Tinicum Uildlife Preserve will henin
upon approval of this plan. The area will a lso be covered v/ith organic
and seeded in the near future,

Subarea 'C' This area will require substantial additional. fil 1. Filling an:!
grading wi 11 resume upon approval of this plan. The section ir,neriiate"i>' $y.\'^.
of Lindbergh Boulevard wil l be filled and graded first. The operation wi l l then
proceed south and then east until the entire area is filled to final erado.
Placing of organic material and seeding will be an ongoing part of the oosra t icn

The dike at Eighty-Sixth Street and Albertson Place will be constructed ir"i-:i:li-
ately^upon approval of this plan.

It is the intention of the developer and the Philadelphia 'later Depjrtnent to
begin construction in the northern portion of Subaroi rA' and 'C1 wi th in the
near future. Therefore, permanent stoin w?t- - r 3 - : ^ : _ - - ; wi l l be col lecf i rn runoff
fron these developed areas before the fillip .-MO gradinq of Subaro?. 'C1 is
com le ted.



-4-

)
7. PERMANENT CONTROL MEASURES

The runoff calculat ions indicate that there v/i 1 "I be less runoff af ter complet ion
of filling, grading and seeding than exists now. Therefore, permanent retention
is not required. The seeding with perennial g rasses and the dike i so la t ion
should permanently control erosion and sedimentat ion.

The term permanent, for purposes of this section of the plan, refers to the
period during which the Redevelopment Authority retains ownership of the area.
The truly permanent controls (after disposition by the Authority) have been
previously discussed. •

_8. .MAINTENANCE CONTROL .PROGRAM

All sillation basins will be cleaned of silt and other foreign natter upon an
accumulation of 25 percent capacity. All sediment will be utilized within the
-\ i^^ -i -ir- -F-\ 1 1 C r* "I -i /-I i./ -DC +-n m3 f fa v* -hh ̂  ^ sor- i i rmrln- l -oc on i~hcs C T ^ D wi 1 ̂  ho ro l lo r fad
Xi I L_ U UO I t * 1 * J O l l \ J ft i^i^t-^ i ' i^L. ,^1^,1 \,i < ̂ x s. i^*—•^.-t.-t-i^ir-^,^--,^ * _ » n - — • • ^ ~i , - *- , , - . .._ —'•*.- • . — _ h« ^_ '^1

and hauled to the Philadelphia Sanitation Department Transfer Stat ion at Fifty-
Fi rst Street and Grays Avenue.



(OLOGIC DATA FOR \VATERSI-1F.D RUNOFF COMPUTATIONS

Eastw ick U . R . A . './iO Redeveloonnnt Author i tyLOCATION Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

DRAINAGE AREA 187.2 Ac. TRACT AREA 107.2 Ac. AV .SLOPE OF WATERSHED 0.7% SLOPE FACTOR F ia t

ONE - BEFORE DEVELOPMENT
— *- SOIL MAMi

Tidal Harsh
Tidal Marsh
Tidal Marsh

HYUKOLOGiCAL
SOIL GROUP

0
U
D

LAND USE

Vacant
Vacant
Vacant

HYDROLOGIC
CONDITION

Poor-
Poor
Poor

SOIL RUNOFF
CURVE NUMBER

90
'• 90

90

AREA-ACRES

61.75
109.42
16.03

COMPLEX NUM3ER
ACRES

5557 .5
9847.8
1442.7

•age Soil _ TotaTjComp._ No.
lex Ho. Tota l Area

90 .__ = _ __?5____ 24 nr- rainfall 100 Year Frequency = 7.1 in.
Peak Discharge = 680 c . f .s . Direct Runoff Q. 5.92 in. x 187.2 Acres -1108.2

;GE TV/0- DURiMG DEVELOPMENT
Sedimentation (0.6" per acre) = 0.6 x 187.2 = 112.32
Storage Required = 112.32 H- (-22.4) = 89.9 ac. in.

Comp.Hade Lar,
Conip . Mau'u Lar.
EToinp.TfacIe Lan

J "U
d D
[d D

Const.
Const.
Const.

' Poor
Poor
Poor

89
89
89

61.75
104.42

16.03

5495. 75
9738.38
1426.67

I
'. Soil = TotnJ_Cor]pJl£. = 89 =; 89 24 hr.. rainfall 100 Yr. Freq. = 7.1 In. Direct Runoff 5.80 in.
);rplex No. fo ta l Area "FiTTIfis ."="315. c. f .s. Req. Stor. = During 1_085.8"T?eTore \}QB.2= -22 A Acres - in.

'AGE THREE -AFTER DEVELOPMENT
Coir.p. Made Lf
toi.ip, Made Li

' -D. Made L<i
I

ri'd ". D
ttd D
nd D 1

Meadav
Meadow
Mtadov/

Fair
han r
Fai r

83
83
83

61.75
IU9.42
16.03

5125.25
90H1.6b
1330.49

i p e x -
fo'tal Area

J3_ = _33- 24 hr. rainfall 100_ Yr. Freq. = 7.1 in. Direct Runoff 5.02 in.
Pk.'Dfs. - 4?0__ c . f .s . Req. Stor. = After 939.7Before1in8.2= 0 Acres - i n , .
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RECEPTOR LOCATIONS

EXHIBIT 7A
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EXHIBIT 7B

Roadway Coordinates

81*th Street 2880, 6̂ 00-6920, 3̂ 00

Bartram Avenue #1 81*00, 1*680-6000, 2920

Bartram Avenue #2 6000, 2920-1+000, 0.0

Relocated

Industrial Highway 9080, 2680-1|000(-)20CO

Receptor Cpordinates
X

HI 5320
R2 3200

R3 14*00

Ejj 5600

Rtf 7080

y
3720 -

3720 •

U800

DOO

3080

" i^5
1.5
1.5
1.5

1.5

Jln addiction to ±he .use-.of the computerized EPA "Highway" model, EPA
manual for Evaluating Indirect Sources, Volume 9 and Supplement jf5
compilation of Air pollutant Emission Factors were used to estimate
air quality relative to carbon monoxide arid hydrocarbons.



N = TOTAL NUMBER OF TAKEOFFS
LANDINGS P[fc OAV

Night Operations aj Percent
* of Total OperoMoni

4 •' . 100 no
'Avoroce" Flyover Noise Level In JPNdB

iXHIBIT 8A
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EXHIBIT 8B

COffSTRUC JET STANDARDS

Compliance with the following standards shall be deemed to meet the requirements
of the Compatible use Districts in which an NLR 35 is specified.

General

a. Brick veneer, masonry blocks or stucco exterior walls ahall be constructed
airtight. All joints shall be grouted caulked airtight.

b. At the penetration of exterior walls by pipes, ducts or conduits the space
- - between the wall and pipes, ducts or conduits shall be caulked-or filled -

with mortar.

cY~ Window and/or through-the-wall ventila'tion units shall not be used.

d. Operational vented fireplaces shall not be used.

e. All sleeping spaces shall be provided with either a sound absorbing ceiling

f. Thro ugh- the-wall/door mailboxes shall not be used.

g. No glass or plastic skylight shall be used.

Exterior Walls

a. Exterior walls other than as described below shall have a laboratory sound
transmission class rating of at least

b. Masonry walls having a surface weight of at least 75 pounds per square foot
do not require a furred (stud) interior wall. At least one surface of
concrete block walls shall be plastered or painted with heavy "birdging"
paint.

c. Stud walls shall be at least [4" in nominal depth and shall be finished on
the outside with siding-on-sheathing, stucco or brick veneer.

(1) Interior surface of the exterior walls shall be a gypsum board of
plaster at least -J" thick, installed on studs. The gypsum board
or plaster may*be fastened rigidly to the studs if the exterior is
brick veneer. If the exterior is stucco-on-shea. thing, the interior
gypsum board of plaster must be fastened resiliently to the studs.

(2) Continuous composition board, plywood or gypsum board sheathing shall
cover the exterior side of the wall studs behind wood, or metal siding.
The sheathing and facing shall weigh at least four pounds per square fcot,



Jheathing panels shall be butted tightly and covered on the exterior
with overlapping building paper. The top and bottom edges of the
sheathing shall be sealed.

Insulation material at least 3~J" thick shall be installed continuously
through the cavity space behind the exterior sheathing and between v/all
studs. Insulation shall be glass fiber or mineral wool.

Windows

a. Windows other than as described in this section shall have a laboratory sound
transmission class rating of at least 3TC-3G,

\T rfnnhl P—QI' voH-~ * — ~- — — f_j — «-_* . _ _ _ _ . -*.--__ __ _ ^_ _ ̂  __--... . _-. _-- — »_ — - _^.»-,_ *- ^ --„,-.
•windows shall- be at least 1/0" thick. Panes of glass shall be separated
by a minimum 3" ^i^ space and shall not be equal in thickness.

c. Glass of windov:s shall be sealed in an air tight manner with a non-hardening
Sfctalsjit , or a soft elastomer gasket 01? g'laz-mg tape •

d. The perimeter of window frames shall be sealed airtight to the exterior wall'
construction with a sealant conforming- to one of the following Federal
Specifications: TT-S-00227, TT-S-00230, or TT-S-001$3.

e. The total area of glass of both windows and exterior doors in sleeping spaces
shall not exceed 2O;o of the floor area.

Poors

a. Doors, other than as described in this section shall have a laboratory sound
transmission class rating of at least STC-38-

b. Double door construction is required for all door openings to' the exterior.
The door shall be side-hinged and shall be solid-core wood or insulated
hollow metal, at least 1-3/U" thick, separated by a vestibule at least 3
feet in length. Both doors shall be tightly fitted and weather stripped.

c. The perimeter of door frames shall be sealed airtight to the exterior wall
construction as specified in Section Ill-Î .d.

Roofs

a. Combined roof and ceiling construction other than described in this section
and ceiling standards shall have a laboratory sound transmission class rating
of ,at least STC-!̂ .

b. With an attic or rafter space at least 6" deep, and with a ceiling below,
the roof shall consist of closely butted 1/2" composition board, plywood
or gypsum board sheathing topped by roofing as required.



3
c. If the underside of the roof is exposed, or if the attic or rafter spacing

. is less than 6", the roof construction shall have a surface weight of at
least 75 pounds per square foot. Rafters, joists or other framing may not
be included in the surface weight calculation,

Ceilings

a. Gypsum board or plaster ceilings at least 1/2" thick shall be provided where
required by roof standards. Ceilings shall be substantially airtight, with
a minimum number of penetrations. The ceiling panels shall be mounted on
resilient clips or channels. A non-hardening sealant shall be used to seal
gaps between the ceiling and walls around the ceiling perimeter.

"b. Ĝlass fiber or mineral wool insulation at least 3-1/2" thick shall be
provided above the ceiling between .joists.

Floors • - • - - - . , . -

The floors of the lowest occupied rooms shall be slab on fi

Ventilation

a. A mechanical ventilation syaleiii aua.il be "iiistttlleu thit will provide tne
minimum air circulation and fresh air supply requirements for various
uses in occupied rooms without need to open any windows, doors, or ether
openings to the exterior,

b. Gravity vent openings in attic shall not exceed code minimum in number and
size. The openings shall be fitted with transfer ducts at least £ feet in
length containing internal sound absorbing duct lining. Each duct shall have
a lined 90° bend in the duct such that there is no direct line of eight from
the exterior through the duct into the attic.

c. If a fan is used for forced ventilation, the attic inlet and discharge
openings shall be fitted with sheet metal transfer ducts of at least 20
gauge steel, which shall be lined with 1" thick coated glass fiber, and
shall be at least 10 feet long with one 90° bend.

d. All vent ducts connecting the interior space to the outdoors excepting
domestic range exhaust ducts, shall contain at least a 10 foot length of
internal sound absorbing duct lining. Each duct shall be provided with
a lined 90° bend in the duct such that there is no direct line of sight
through the duct from the venting cross section to the room-opening cross
section.

e. Duct lining shall be coated glass fiber duct liner at least 1" thick.



f. Domestic range exhaust ducts connecting the interior space to the outdoors
shall contain a baffle plate across the exterior termination which allows
proper ventilation. The dimensions of the baffle plate should extend at least
one diameter beyond the line of sight into the vent duct. The baffle
plate shall be of the same material and thickness as the vent duct material.

g. Building heating- units with flues or combustion air vents shall be located
-in -a closet or rood closed off from the occupied space by doors.

h. Doors between occupied space and mechanical equipment areas shall be
solid core wood or 20 gauge steel hollow metal at least 1-3/V1 thick and
shall be fully weather stripped.



TYPICAL

At Grache Section
D.= 100 ft.

100
00.0

99.5

99

98

95

90

q
LAJ (_»</
O
LJ
S 70

S GO

£• 50

P <o
EJL
0 30

£ 20Uo
UJ 10
Q.

6

2
" 1.0
0.6

' O.I

I
\I
\ --•\u _I V

\

——— V ———————————

\

r\—
\\

V
\ LV L\

\

\ CLEARLY I
V UNACCEPTABLE

\ ' • ' • .

\\ .
— \

NORMALLY
JNACCEPTABL

A!
\ NORMALLY

V -ACCEPTABLE

\

- CLEAKLY-
ACCEPTA6L

\
V• \

•

1

h4

\\\
\
•\\

\

\
\

j~ — i ————————————————————— , ——— s

- •

-

_ .

!

- \
\
\ C"

\

"
*

^
8 "tr -y

? '~f
S S
" $

^y
/ \

\ d \
\ ojooo \ c
\

-? -.

\ £3
\ 0 ^'

— \ // § —
0

o' ,O

^ ^_yjv
\! \

50 GO 70

A-WEIGHTED LEVEL Cd3A)

24-HOUR AVERAGE

CO S(

« Train Generated Noise Chart based on
HUD Criteria



X

-. . \———./• v> v—x -

CTs

r-i

8

C3 <£
r_- co— o
>- Q_
O CO

UJ UJ
CJ

-J «X

c/j >—
•ct —



Existing Community Facll iĵ iej jand Services

Community facilities exist in all of the residential stages of Eastwick.
Certain other facilities such as hospitals are available in the
surrounding areas.

Stage I

Roman Catholic Church; 72nd and Grovers Avenue, presently sparsely used.

Greek Orthodox Church; 62nd and Lindbergh, presently nominally usud.

Finnegan Playground; 68th and Grovers Avenue ; presently heavily used by
local children." -•— - —• •-- . ...

-72nd and Dicks Avenue Park; a passive park used primarily by the elderly.

74th and Lindbergh Park; largely open ground used frequently for ball
fields by children.

63rd and Eastwick Avenue Park; primarily a playground for local children,

70th and Grovers Avenue Neighborhood Shopping Center;, presently heavily
used by residents, includes a post office,

Up p e r

T.B. Reed School; 78th and Buist Avenue; a fully operative elementary
school and yard for educable retarded children,

Bartram High School Annex; 78th and Buist Avenue; an annex designed to
alleviate overcrowding at Bartrara High School and service local
students.

Clearview Methodist Church; 76th and Buist Avenue; presently nominally used
^

Neighborhood Shopping Centers; Island at Elrawood and Island at Wheeler
Streets, presently heavily patronized,

Lower

Wolf School; 81st and Lyons Avenue; an elementary school presently
operating under Capacity, attended largely by neighboring children
in the lower Stage'11 conservation area.

Pepper Middle School; 84th and Lyons Avenue, a new Junior High School.



E: jit 10 (continued)

Airport Clearance Zone

84th and Tinicum Avenue Playground; a nominally used facility - mainly
for ball fields.

.Firehouse; 82nd and Tintcum Avenue; this is the only firehouse in
Eastwick, and services more than half of the community.

Stage III

St. Raphael's Roman Catholic Church and School; 85th and Tinicum Avenue;
heavily attended; services existing Stage III hc.-scs.

Carey School, public school at 88th and Tinicum Avenues; v/hich is heavily
used by students requiring motivation, from Bartrani__High Schoo 1

St. Paul's Methodist Church, 86th and Tinicum Avenues; sparsely attendee

Stage IV

ni--i--i~' — u ,• -iiu.Ia.ot:i.jjLii.a.

K iivcnu c ;
used mainly by local and West Philadelphia black congregation:

Stages A, B and C

'No existing community facilities.
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The Assis it t jur 0 , ror 5 -..- jnnology
Washington. D.C. 20230

October 16, 1975

Mr. James Treadwell
Environmental Officer
Philadelphia Area Office
Department of Housing and

- Urban Development - - - .- .
-Curtis Building, 625 Walnut Street - - - - - - -
Room 888
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 , . . . . . _ _ . _

Dear Mr. Tresdwsll"

The draft environmental impact statement ""Eastwick Urban
^Renewal Area, Philadelphia. Pennsylvania71, which accompanied
\7f-\\ IT* 1 £* t-'f- £1 v f\ f Tn 1 IT 90 1 G 7 S V> ci c V>p£in y^df^o'S \?&r\ Ktr t-T-io>**.***-- — w •— ̂  N— *. 'ta- *, w *-* ̂  > *-•-•' j -» > r .^ j **w*i *»* ^t-^dl -*-^**ta^v---«^V^^* *-* J >— *.fct-

Department of Commerce for review and comment. The statement
has been reviewed and the following comments are offered for
your consideration.

Geodetic control survey monuments may be located in the
proposed project area. If there is any planned activity
which will disturb or destroy' these monuments, the National
Ocean Survey (NOS), of which the National Geodetic Survey is
a part, requires not less than 90 days notification in
advance of such activity in order to plan for their relocation
NOS recommends that funding for this* project include the
cost of any relocation required for NOS monuments.

The impact statement implies that the Redevelopment Authority
of the City of Philadelphia will implement a plan to alleviate
pollution and sedimentation loads in Darby Creek and Tinicum
Marsh. We believe that the statement should discuss which
plans are being, considered. Further, the Redevelopment
Authority should consult with appropriate state and federal
agencies during early planning stages in an effort to develop
the most environmentally acceptable plan.



Please send this office four copies of the final environ-
mental impact statement. Also, kindly send a copy directly
to Mr. William G. Gordon, Acting Regional Director, National
Marine Fisheries Service, NOAA, Federal Building, 14 Elm
Street, Gloucester, Massachusetts 01930.

Sincerely,

Sidney R. (jailer
Deputy Assistant Secretary
for Environmental Affairs



, r* '«»»,.A ^n '"i U. S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION

REGION THREE

03-42.5D P. 0. Box 1086
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17108

OCT8 .
IN REPLY RE F E R TO:

Draf t Environmental Inpact
S t a t enen t, Z a s t '•: i c k 'J r b a n

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Mr. Paul T. Cain
Area-Director -•- --• — - - - - - —
U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development

Philadelphia Area Office
Curtis Building
625 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Cain:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Inpact Statement for the
Eastxjick Urban Renewal Area in Philadelphia, u'e have no significant
comments fruui a highway stan.dpoi.nt. «T£ expect tnS.t. you may receive
comments from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation through your
request to the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse.

On future draft •environmental impact statements, prepared by the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,..we recocmend chat you send copies
of the statement to our Regional office in Baltimore, Maryland. They'
in turn will request our comments which will be forwarded to you.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this statement.

Sincerely yours,

Hammer
livisiot( Administrator

. -~*



NAPEN-E

DEPARTMENT OF ' . , ,£ /\.
PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

CUSTOM HOUSE-2 D a CHESTNUT STREETS

PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 191O6

2 SEP 1975

Mr. James Treadwell
-Department of Housing and Urban

Development
Room 683, Curtis Building
-625 Walnut Street, Philadelphia,-Pa. 19106

Dear Mr. Treadwell:

We appreciate the opportunity to have reviewed the Draft EIS for the
construction of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area project A-4-14. The
comments of this office are inclosed.

Please furnish this office with three (3) copies of the Final EIS for
our use and -p'os'Fible "comment*

Sincerely yours,

1 Incl
As stated

r •••U. .*> ^,'+LU/
VVORTH D.11 PHILLIPS

Chief, Engineering Division



Philadelphia District, Corps of Engineers
Eastv/ick Urban Renewal EIS

REVIEW COMMENTS

1. General

a. Statement does not document fact sources,

b, There is no listing of existing biota.

— c. Secondary impact of project on its environs and city as a '..-hole
is not presented. The question of how the project ties into, anticipated
development of peripheral areas is not addressed.

d. Tense of US is third person and not authoritative. Suggestions
regarding planning direction should be rephrased to present positive actions

ji.,j|"J£Cl.ilC ,

r. a rrf a c r ar-p'h 7. . no 7 . TIi^VP i'c nn H"icn;c;.m'nn rPo.TTr! i n cr

source, quantity cr chcrzical and physical components of fill material.
There is also no discussion regarding source rehabilitation of fill borrov
area if the source is land based,

b. Chapter II, paragraph 5, p~ 9 (9). Deterioration of Cobbs/Darby
Creeks is noted in various sections of the T^IS and remedial actions through
future construction discussed. There is no discussion rerrarciinf; plans for
correction of previous creel: depradations, resulting from the project.

c. Chapte r II f j a r ajr̂ r a ph _D 1} p ̂ 11. Amelioration of scenic encroachrcr.t
by high tox-;ers and overpasses is not discussed.

i
d. Chapter II, naraoraph D2» pr: 12. The datura difference between US<~S

and Philadelphia varies from information previously furnished the District
office for Flood Insurance studies of 5.7.

e. Chapter IT, paragraph H3, pg 20. Utilization of "noise barrierc"
in construction will ar.ielioriate indoor noise probler-js. There is no
discussion of noise abatement measures regarding outdoor activities in
parks, nobility in ptoject. Consider a rjap overlay showing noise ir.nact
areas.

f. Chapter IIt paragraph I, p^ 21. Tliere should be some discussion
regarding the firnness of anticipated power station construction schedules
and their coordination with project construction schedules.



'. J gt Chapter IIt parapraphJ3, pr _ j_3_«_ The present level of ground water
contamination from remaining septic systems and other sources should be
established.

h. Chapter II, paragraph .15, p^ 25. Tlie text is not clear re
the possible need for additional raw water supplies from the Scliuyll'ill
River or other sources to sustain the denand fron both project and other
industrial development in the area.

1. Chapter IT, ^aranrnnh K (end) pf 2G. Discussion of Tinicun "arsh
tidal influence on page 13 is not clear or consistent with statements

--regarding tidal cycling on page 20. The present tidal effects r.nd the
Marsh inland drainage influences on the water rep.inen in the carsh should
be discussed. Vhere should be a statement re^ardin^ how the project will
impact xhac regiben. ~ ' " . . . " '

j. Chap!ter_ III , pararjrapJi Aj? ,_PT 33 * Fire, police, medical, etc.
services have not been considered.

k. Chapter IV. paragraph. 6 and 7.__p^_ 38-t Refer to ccnnent Id above.
Plan seems indecisive as presented.

1, Chanter V. paragraph D, nr 41. The Philadelphia District, Corps
of Engineers is preparing a Flood Insurance Study for all City of
Philadelphia streams. Completion of study is expected to be in mid 1976.

m, . .Ch.ap-t.cr VI. Flood .p-lain. management-and rehabilitation to natural
marsh conditions should also be considered as viable alternatives.

n, j)haj>ter VII, paragraph 3. The' cost/benefit ratio should be
defined in a dollar context with proper amortization rates applied.



United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

NORTHEAST REGION
JOHN F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BUILDING

ROOM 2003 J & K
BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203

September 9, 1975

Dear Mr. Treadwell:

""This is in response to a request for the Department of the Interior's
comments on the draft environmental statement for the proposed Eastwick
Urban Renewal Area, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania.

Page 14 of the draft statement indicates that consideration is being
given to utilizing the area designated for the Cobbs Creek Expressway
as open space. Since plans for the Expressway have been abandoned, we
urge that this open space be -designated for park and recreation purposes,

o sniiancG trie adjacent Tinicum Preserve. Ths final statement
th u . u j . i

city officials on this possibility.

We note on page 14 in the statement that one of the major impacts of
redeveloment activi in Eastwick will be the increase of soil,
waste -and -hyd-raulic fill materials which ultimately will be drained
into Darby Creek. Since this stream flows through the Tinicum National
Environmental Center, every effort should, be made to prevent siltation
of this waterway. The statement points out'-~that an approved soil
erosion and sedimentation control plan to alleviate the above problem'
has not been implemented to date (page 4l) . In view of the present
value of the Tinicum Preserve, this plan should be developed immediately
and presented in the final environmental impact statement.

To enhance the wildlife species in the project area, it is recommended
that species of nut and fruit-bearing shrubs be planted to supplement
the species of trees listed on page 12 of the draft. Consultation with
the Pennsylvania Game Commission concerning these aspects is urged.

In order to comply with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969,* the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
Executive Order 11593, and Public Law 92-291 of May 24, 1974, the

LeUsCtean Up America For Our 200th Birthday



Pennsylvania Historic Preservation Officer should be requested to tr.ake
a determination and furnish a statement as to whether properties on or
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
will be affected. As part of the determination, a professional survey(s)
should be accomplished to determine whether or not any cultural
resources - historic or prehistoric, above ground or subterranean - exist
in the project area. These/this survey(s) should be accomplished by
recognized professionals in the fields of history, historic architecture
and archeology, as appropriate, and with the documented approval or the
Pennsylvania Historic Preservation Officer.

Special care should be exercised to ensure that the John Bartram House.
at 5̂ th and Eastwick. will not be adversely affected^' this acr'icn.
This property is on the National Register of Historic Places.

If any property on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places will be affected, the Advisory Council on Historic Preser-
vaion mus er< i in •}• -.r

Mr. James Treadwell
Environmental Officer
Department of Housing and
Urban Development

Philadelphia Area Office
Room 838, Curtis Building
625 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Sincerely,

Special_Assistant to
the Secretary

19106

r



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Av. _

6TH AND WALNUT STREETS
PHILADELPHIA. PENNSYLVANIA 19106

September 10, 1975

Mr. Paul T. C a i n
Area Director
U.S. Department of Housing and

Urban Development _ _
Philadelphia Area O f f i ce "
Curtis Building

-625 W a l n u t Street --- - -- - _ ._ . . . __ . . . _ . . . .__ ._
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106 "" " " " .'

Re: E?stwick Urban Renewal Area, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania

Dear Mr. Cain:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Area in Philadelphia and we nave c lass i f ied
it as ER-2 in EPA 's reference category. You will find enclosed a
copy of the Definition of Codes for the General Nature of EPA Comments to
provide further description of this rating. In accordance with our
-responsibility under Section 309 of the Cl-ean Air Act to inform the
public of EPA's views on the potential environmental impacts of major
Federal act ions, ' this rating and its date wil l be published in the
Federal Register. "

Whi le the draft statement has provided an adequate qialitative descrip-
tion of the project and potential related environnentJal impacts, EPA
has concerns about certain of those impacts on-air reality where app l ica-
ble standards may be exceeded: the final statement raast quantify these
impacts and specify mitigating measures in further itetail in order to
adequately demonstrate compliance.

While the site has been shown to be adjacent to several major sources of
air pollution which have been itemized (pages 14, 14), there is no
quantification of th^se pollutant concentrations. Inorder to demonstrate
that the National Ambient Air Quality standards for carbon monoxide (CO)
will be met, the final'statement must first present-ar evaluation of current
and projected CO levels at the site.

We would suggest that a modeling approach might be :^propriate if adequate
CO monitoring information is not currently available. Use of the HIWAY
model which incorporates the several line sources cffCO that have been

. —\



MVlA.

September'18, .1975

EASTERN REGION
FEDERAL BUILDING

JOHN F. KENNEDY I N T E R N A T I O N A L A I R P O R T
JAMAICA. NEW YORK MOO

Mr. Leonard W. Johnson
Regional Representative of the Secretary
Department of Transportation
434 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Dear Mr. Johnson:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement -(HIS)
for the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania
and offer the following consents.

1. As indicated in the subject report the proposed develop-
ment is adjacent to the Philadelphia International Airport, and
within the boundaries of the noise impacted area. Specifically, the
residential portion of the proposed development is within the KEF 30
and KEF 40 contours and, therefore, cay present some difficulties.
Case history experience indicates that individuals in private
residences nay complain, perhaps vigorously; about the noise levels
developed.

'ironically, while the FAA is promoting land use compatibility
to reduce noise impacted areas, another Federal agency is proposing
a development which would place thousands of families within -the
noise impacted zone, in direct opposition to its own established-
standards .

• It is, therefore, our opinion that further continuance of
the proposed development be halted until such time as an effective
land use compatibility program is utilized or, at a minimum, an effective
method of noise control.

2; Table 2, Page 17. Further explanation is required to sub-
stantiate the figures indicated in this table. Specifically, a more
detailed explanation as to the discrepancy which exists between the indicated
values.

Sincerely,

WALTER D. KIES
Chief, Planning Staf f

-;



SUBJECT:

F«OM

TO

MA.;

K T A I i *

.1C • ADMINISTRATION

amoranaum

Draft EIS - Eastwick Urban
Renewal Area

Regional Director
UMTA-III

Secretarial Representative
Region III

August 7 , 1975
In ifp\J
tttf to

This is in response to your memo asking for our com-
ments on thesubject-EIS.

Our comments are confined to the transportation impli-
cations -of the project. The lack of comments on other
sections should in no way be interpreted as UMTA ap-
proval of the entire project.

Regarding public transportation, we merely wish to
clarify the status of the extension of subway-surface
route " 36 to Cargo Ci-ty which is referred to in the
EIS. On September 2S, 1970 UMTA received a preliminary
application (PA-03-0028) from the City of Philadelphia'
to extend the line at an estimated cost of $2,302,000.
Since that time there has been virtually no activity
to suggest'that such an extension will ever come to
fruition. The DVRPC has as'srgned-- this proi ect a rather
low priority. From our perspective, much of the ra-
tionale for the project has evaporated now that work has
begun on the airport hi-speed line which will follow a
similar alignment and serve the same trip generators.
Thus, in assess ing the RDA's proj ect, the route #56
extension
bility.

should be considered only a marginal possi-

Franz K. Gimmler



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

OFFICE OF THE BUDGET
HARRISBURC, PA. 17120

P.O. Bo* 1333

October 3, 1975

Mr. Paul T- Cain
Area Director
Department of Housing &
Urban Development
Phila. Area Office
Curtis Bldg., 625 Walnut St.
Phila., Pennsylvania 19106

Dear Mr. Cain:

PROJECT: Eastwick U.R.R. - Draft EIS

APPLICANT: Redevelopment Authority of ?hila

LOCATION: Phiia. County

PSCH PP.OJECT NUMBER: • 72-08-2-073

Attached to this letter please find comments from the Department: of
Environmental Resources and the Department of Transportation in each agency
relative to the above referenced project.

Please respond directly to the appropriate off-icials mentioned in the
comments. They will submit additional comments to us when they have completed
their review.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.-*

Sincerely,

REW/let

Enclosure

Rosemary E. White
Project Review Coordinator
Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse



Draft EIS
Eastwick Urban Renewal Area
City of Philadelphia
PSCH Project No. 72-08-2-073

Ms. Rosemary White
Project Review Coordinator
Governor's Budget Office
MS Main Capitol

Louis E. Keefer, Director
Bureau of Advance Planning

P

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for -the
"East wick Or bar* Renewal Area in the City of Philadelphia. The proposed
action will have no adverse iopact on our existing and planned trans-
portation facilities in the area.

Attached is a copy of a letter from our Engineering District office
to the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Philadelphia, commenting
on the subject £15. We concur with the comments provided therein.

510/BCJ/dnk

cc: Mr. J.P. Synkonis, District Engineer, District 6-0

r



f.u^u.-i-^/f / 5 i

Memo: Eas .ick E.I.S.
•̂
- *

''To: Pat Heron, Eastv/ick Project Manager
Redevelopment Authority f,
1234 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA 19107

From: Joe Thompson

I have just finished reviewing the 'Eastwick E.I.S.
I am writing this response in the form of a memo because it
is not the Departments response for inclusion in the final
EIS commentary. For one thing I'd like some additional

- information. The Air and Noise data reports and findings,
apparently prepared by Ti.U.D. and/or Z.P.A. (?) are requested
for our comparison. • .

I do wish to take this opportunity to comment officially,
as I have verbally done in the past, on PennDOT's position
with respect to 1-695. the Cobbs Creek Expressway. True, that
roadway is no longer carried as an interstate route on the
regional plan, but it is currently being retained in PennDOT;s
planning in its proposed location and expressway character.
We do want the right of way retained. We would not at all be
.reluctant to having the area provisionally used for.wildlife
management related operations. Any such use however we would
w'ant made emphatically clear to all as being provisional on our
future use as a transportation corridor.

Finally, I would just ask that you consider such statements
indicating that improvement to various area roadways will
increase noise and air pollution as being over simplifying a
very complicated science. Improvements to. roadway capacities and
speeds often lessens certain pollution concentrations. It also
increases others. In my scientific but incomplete study of the
problem I can only tell you that moving the traffic through as
quickly as possible seem so be the least harmful method of operation
The most profound experts cannot agree on variables singularly or
in combinations which may be considered truly safe. They do all
agree however that the-answer is not so much shackling a lifestyle
overly (therefore don't drive your car in such a place at such a
time), as much as controlling the source of noise and air pollution
at the source, the vehicle itself. Perhaps you'll pay more for a
better form of vehicle, but your freedom of travel remains. In the
interim, PennDOT will monitor its noise and air problems - as agreed
to with EPA. Perhaps as an interim solution, too the developers
should look into better insulation, which would do double duty as
thermal insulation.

...cc/W. A. Lamb
J. A. Thompson
C.D—ELLorcllo (w/a)



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
' r o »o* i *• »

September 19, 1975

SUBJECT; Department of Environmental Resources
Review and Evaluation of
PSCH No.: 72-08-2-073

TITLE: DEIS - Eastwick Urban Renewal
Area

LOCATION: Philadelphia, Philadelphia Co

TO: Rosemary White, Project Coordinator
Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse

FROM: MAURICE K. GODDARD
Secretary of Environmental Resources

Our review will be held in abeyance for the reasons given.
i

This project has been evaluated on the basis of the actions
proposed in the applicant's submission. Any approval, granted or implied,
does not extend to any changes made by the applicant subsequent to and
not in keeping with our recommendations. Any such changes will require
a new submission through the Pennsylvania State Clearinghouse.



, •
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES
SUMMARY OF REVIEW AND EVALUATION

PSCH No.: 72-08-2-073 TITLE: DEIS - Eastwick Urban Renewal Area

DATE: September 19, 1975 LOCATION: Philadelphia, Philadelphia Co

The following comments are made based on the review and evaluation
- o f t h e submitted project. . . .

1. _The environmental consequences of the continued expansion of the Eastvick
Urban Renewal Area, as proposed by the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority
(P.R.A. ) to the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (H.U.D.)
raise serious questions as to the advisability of funding further development
without a great deal more study of ways to ameliorate the adverse impacts and
without: perhaps radical changes in the planning.

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS):

A. The hugh expenditures made and still to be made
required to make the land suitable for development,
specifically, Residential State II, lower, South of
Lindberg Boulevard, and Residential State IV which
is largely vacant and unimproved. (We shall only
touch briefly on Residential Stage III; the plans for
which seem to be absolutely unsettled.)

B. The increased expenditures necessary to create
residential neighborhoods with an ambience suitable
and desirable for human habitation.

3. The conditions of the site which continue to require special and costly
preparation result largely from the site's natural characteristics. The
future harm, both to the ecology of the area and to future residents, which
could result from inadequate attention to environmental considerations must
be addressed as early as possible in the planning stage.

4. Possible adverse effects on the Tinicum National Preserve are of continuing
concern to the .Department of Environmental Resources (DER) , and it is hoped
DER and PRA will work closely together as site preparation proceeds. Leachate
from demolition waste and spoils from dredging would make those unacceptable
fill materials. The impact on Darby Creek and the Tinicum t^arsh lands which
could result from draining part of the flow in the Darby watershed into the
Schuylkill watershed should be further evaluated. The DER has a strong commit-
ment to working toward improvement of the Tinicum National Environmental Center



Rosemary White J . .-uuei , . , 1975

5. The problems of adequate and proper fill and the necessity to limit
residential construction to areas above the 100-year flood plain level cannot
be answered adequately until the Corps of Engineers' study of the Darby Creek
flood area is completed. Any assessment of this site preparation expense as well
as of proposals for remedial measures to lessen adverse effects on adjacent areas
is not now possible. The DEIS mentions there may be areas where protection from
-100-year -flood levels cannot be achieved. An indication of approximately how
much undevelopable land is anticipated should be included with the results of
the study. Furthermore, predictions fro peak water elevations should use a
combination of flood levels from precipitation as well as from tides in case
they occur simultaneously (see Exhibit 2). . .

6. The problems at the site already being caused by inadequate erosion and
sedimentation control measures demonstrate the necessity for caution and
substantial planning before further earth moving activities begin. Such a
control program should be specifically designed, assessed and approved by
DER and implemented as quickly as possible over the developed areas as well as
sites to be developed. The present and future storm water management plans
are particularly important because of the pjresent flooding hazard and of increased
problems which will be associated with the placement of additional impervious
cover on areas to be developed. Collection, conveyance, settling in sewage
basins and disposal of storm water must, therefore, be more specifically planned
and implemented as a site improvement before envelopment to assure minimum
degradation of Cobbs and Darby Creeks and the i'inicum Preserve as well as
adjacent areas already developed. The DEIS, when describing activities planned
to control stormwater and runoff, states at page 9, "most problems will be
alleviated" (emphasis added). A discussion of the regaining problems and
"possible solutions would be helpful.

7. Plans for Residential Stage III being undecided, no comments can be made
presently on the difficulties of environmentally sound site preparation. Much
of the area will be needed for 1-95. The summary of proposed activities (C, 3, page 4)
which describes construction of 500 garden- apartment units should be revised
to reflect changes in current development plans to an alternate land use. If
it is proposed to change the use to park land, the effects of this land use on
other areas should be addressed as well as requirements to alter the natural
environment to make it suitable for park use.

8. Since such extraordinary expenditures as described above will be required
to change the marshy environment into one where construction of houses and
apartments can be safely* undertaken, a further breakdown of these necessary costs
yet to be spent should be -Included and considered when evaluating the viability
of the Eastwick project. Perhaps further consideration should also be given to
whether it is sound overall planning to spend so much money to compensate for and
correct the natural characteristics of a site or whether development or
rehabilitation of an alternate site might be a better use of funds.

9. The second major concern raised in considering the plan is the difficulty of
creating an ambience to which it is desirable to live and work when the area is
subject to high levels of noise and air pollution.



10. The question of noise level should be more completely addressed, perhaps
i ;ith a study to determine noise levels based on future proposals and expectations
as was requested by HUD from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to
determine expected air quality in the Eastwick area. The DEIS states, "(T)here
is a constant din (residual) of noise in the area (Stages II, III and IV) of
auto and airplane traffic." The unknown and increased noise levels make further
noise level studies essential. Increased noise which will result from: 1) improve-
ments of Island Avenue and 84th Street to take interstate and local truck traffic
to and from Delaware County; 2) the completed 1-95; 3) International Airport
noise which alone will cause unacceptable levels by 1995 (between 30 and 40 N.E.F.
by HUD guidelines) in most of the area to be developed residentially; 4) railway
freight activity which is expected to increase as industrial development grows;
5) the future Airport High Speed Line;. 6) increased airport parking facilities;
7) bus and subway surface routes on Island Avenue, Lindberg Boulevard and other
streets in the area,

11. According to the DEIS, new construction will provide housing for middle aod
upper middle income families. Plans call for a large proportion of single family
units^ many semi-detached, with most of thr> rest being garden apartment units.
The proposed architectural solutions for living with the "normally unacceptable"
noise levels expected in much of the Eastwick area are to construct homes with
•noise barriers, to use closed windows with air conditioning anji to use sound
insulation. Are these not incompatible? Single family houses arid garden apart-
ments seem to describe an indoor-outdoor life style, not one requiring barricades
from disturbing noise levels,

12. If, indeed, plans go forward, would not soundproofing and other architectural
solutions add greatly to the cost of the houses? How would this affect the
expected social and economic characteristics of the population?

13. Comments on the impact of air pollution as it__will affect the desirability
of the environment for residential development must await the results of the-
study of future air quality now being undertaken by EPA. The "multiplicity of
the problem" gave rise to HUD's request for more information. Again we should
question the advisability of planning for single famiiy houses and garden apart-
ments in an area where air pollution may have a strong and continuing negative
impact.

14. The broad questions raised by the increased costs of creating an infra-
structure as well as adequate housing in- an area where environmental constraints
require special construction techniques must be considered in this project.
Because of the high ground water table sewer pipes of long lengths and special
materials are needed. Some areas may require French drains or encasing the sewer
lines in concrete. Also because of the high groundwater table the sewers and
wastewater treatment plant must be sized to provide for a great deal of infil-
tration. The DEIS allows for 120 gpcd rather than the usual 100 gpd plus an
additional 2,000 gpd per ac.re to account for this problem.

"T
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15. The high water table also requires special construction techniques to over-
come wet basements, possible subsidence problems and rapid structural decay.
Also the dampness of the surrounding marsh will affect the design and building
material requirements, both for interior comfort and sound construction.

16. The PRA plans to provide for double the residential population in the
Eastwick area. The above special requirements for housing construction raise
a question as to whether the additional costs will be able to be met by middle
and upper middle income residents for whom the project is planned. Will those
people want and be able to afford the kinds of housing units planned? If
alternative plans and densities for the project may be necessary, they should be
described. If present plans are to be followed, more weight in decision making
should be given to seeking a proper housing mix of residence with varied incomes
than to questionable "asethetic'Mudgmcnts to remove all structures that "do nor

__ .blend in well with the new housing". Creating a design, cohesiveness by eliminating
sound standing structures because of design disequilibrium for example, the
apartment complex built in the 1950's which may be demolished; could a].so result
in eliminating the housing mix originally planned for the Eastwick Urban Renewal
,Araa.. .ReJiaKiJ i t^ tion ,5houId be more emphasized to assure a desirsbls housing mix,

17. Would it be more appropriate to pursue the alternative of attracting industry
to the Eastwick areas now available for this use with completed site sewer and
water improvements and requesting HUD funding for other areas of the City of
Philadelphia where the requirements for creating an environment desirable for
human habitation would be less costly? Such an alternative use of funds should
be evaluated. We should hope the final Environmental Impact Statement will address
the relative economic feasibility of residential development of Eastwick with
.residential development and/or rehabilitation in other City neighborhoods, including
costs of all the phases of development from site preparation to costs to future
residents and describe which costs will be paid by whom.

18. Areas of environmental concern associated with this project are basically
the same as noted in comments made by the DER following review of the ECO-1
submission by this applicant in 1974. These include air quality, community noise,
flood plain development, filling of the marsh areas, erosion and sedimentation
control, marsh gases and problems associated with construction and aesthetics.
Review of the DEIS and information submitted by the PRA in response to our initial
comments indicate that, in our opinion, these environmental issues still have not
been adequately addressed. This is recognized in the DEIS in part by 1) the request
submitted by HUT) to EPA for an air quality assessment; 2) the flood plain study
being performed by the Corps of Engineers and 3) the suggested changes in
development following review of community noise data.

19. Until this additional information is available, an adequate environmental
review of the project cannot be made. As suggested in the DEIS, certain areas
may not prove advisable for residential development because of these considerations.

20. Our concerns are more specifically noted by program areas as follows. Much
of the Eastwick redevelopment has already been completed or is underway. The
environmental issues must, however, receive full consideration along with the
social and economic'issues in developing the final recommendations with respect

, to continued development of the project.
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^ 21. Mr Quality and Noise Control: Our previous comments noted that Eastwick lies
in area which has many air pollution sources impacting upon it and that air
pollution levels may at times be high enough to cause inconvenience and discomfort
to residents. Generalized statements were made that the area lies within
Philadelphia Air Quality Planning Region //4 characterized by less potentially
obnoxious uses and that prevailing winds from the southwest quadrant would
minimize the impact of the major sources located to the east and northeast of the
project area.

Completion of the air quality assessment which the DEIS notes has been requested
of EPA should provide a more comprehensive base for incorporating air quality
considerations in the final recommendations. Since certain of these considerations
are subjective, such as odor, an attitude survey of and/or a history of complaints
received from residents ir. the completed sections of the project area should be

•--considered as part of the assessment. It is agreed that from conditions which -
will exist in the portion of the urban renewal areas bounded by Island Avenue,
Lindbergh Boulevard and 1-95, air pollution-levels could exceed standards. It
is felt that, unless expected air pollution levels in this area can be reduced,
alternative proposals for development should be considered.

Our previous comments reflected serious concern with respect to community noise
problems. Comments received from the Authority indicated they are concerned
as well with this problem and that land use changes for Residential Stage III
t.Tf^vo V» £» T n r» *"/~*T-ic?-i^Q»-a*-1 D o«r a VIT*I *- -«' /-*«^ r- r.rrt •*•*-* f^-\rf\v~r*,r*r***iJ V^^*»-.^-.^*- V.*- »• l^ ^> A. ,*- l« .^>. t^^*,.• — - — " ~— —— .& ~.v*.u.*.uw.*.w.**( .v^.^.^....-..--^—i.j • •<_*.>_ (_^.^J.I^.OOV,IA, i j . v r f w c . v c i . , L/Jr i_uS r tut . i iCrj . t . j

about any changes in Residential Stage IV because of the site development that
had occurred and the legal obligations with the development corporation. Following
review of the DEIS, it is felt Stage III is not a proper area for residential develop-
ment, substantial modifications are necessaryfor Stage IV and there aie sone
noise concern areas in lower Stage II. A definitive proposal with regard to the
entire noise situation should be thoroughly prepared and implemented before much
further activity is done. All possible architectural considerations, both indoor
and outdoor, should be devised.

The construction activity, although a potential noi"se problem, does not represent
a long range situation. All practical steps to mitigate the construction noises
should be implemented.

22. Solid Waste Management: Philadelphia needs to accelerate work in the develop-
ment of (a solid waste disposal system which can correct the serious solid waste
problems of the City. The closing to Philadelphia of landfill sites in New Jersey
as noted in the DEIS wilj. make the problem even more critical,

Mention is made that the incinerator at 51st and Grays Avenue is under court order
to stop operations and September 1975 is a realistic closing date. From information
available to our agency, the incinerator will probably not be closed until early
1976.

Reference is also made to the status of Heller's dump. Development in the
immediate area of the dump is either completed or underway and therefore our
comments are directed to possibilities of minimizing the negative environmental
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: Impact presented by the site. The dump has been closed and the site is
completely covered, except for the slope facing Eastwick. A revegetation plan
has also been submitted and approved. Meetings have been held with the
Redevelopment Authority and the Delaware County Court with respect to the
agreement that the Authority provide proper cover. As of September 1, this
matter has not been resolved. Immediate implementation of the cover and
revegetation program is necessary to remove any objections to this aspect of
the problem. It would also be desirable to provide additional landscaping such
that a visual barrier is created between the landfill and the development area.

To insure compliance with Act 241, the Solid Waste Management Act on all funded
demolition projects, an inter-departmental Agreement was established between DER
and the Department of Community Affairs. The Department of Community Affairs,
in fVlP 1 T T" AOn 1 a t" 1 nnc T Pcm i" T<> 1- Via atif-hm-i'f-v mun i" /^ i no 1 -i t--w fir- A onol -? t- -f ni-i f -oTi f -T-ar^-i — u a- — _ — o — ___-. . 3, _ _-j ___ _ _.._ _ _ _ - . _ _ _ - y •, — — _ _ _ r .___ -y> — - s- ~~- * — _ _ _ . . __,„„.. v-~

-to obtain DER approval and/or permit for the deTaolit.ion waste disposal site prio
to execution of the demolition contract.

All backfilling to bring construction areas to grade must be accomplished with
an acceptable material. Earth type materials excavated from other areas of the
project would be acceptable. Demolition waste is- net an acceptable backfill
material unless otherwise approved.

23. Occupational Health: Employees of private companies are subject to
r-oon1af"T(->no nf t-Ko fa^oT-al r\r*/*tma t- -im-ial C "

<

whereas employees of state and local government related agencies are subject
to regulations of the Commonwealth.

All work on the project must be done in compliance with State and Federal
Occupational Health and Safety Regulations.

Occupational Health requirements especially applicable to the project are 'as
follows :

A. Potential noise exposures should be evaluated and control measures
implemented as necessary. Where noise levels exceed standards, employees
shall have audiometric tests.

B. Potential dust exposures should be evaluated and control measures
implemented as necessary. Where silica dust levels exceed standards,
employees shall have chest X-ray (14" x 17") examinations.

*
C. Lasers used for alignment work must be registered with the
Department and any injuries resulting from the use of lasers must
be reported.
T

D. Where confined spaces (manholes, etc.) must be entered, the atmosphere
must be tested for combustible gases (as a minimum) and mechanical
ventilation used prior to entry and di ring occupancy. A worker must also
be stationed outside the confined space to offer assistance should a
problem occur. Procedures for entry must be submitted to the DER where
the employer is subject to Commonwealth regulations.
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This is especially.important in view of the presence of "marsh
gases" in the area and special efforts should be made to advise
anyone performing such work accordingly.

Similar comments were made to the Authority which in turn replied that
individual contractors are reminded of their obligation to comply with
applicable occupational health and safety regulations.

24. Water Quality Management: The flood plain study currently being done
by the Corps of Engineers should specifically address the following major
issues.

A. What is the impact of placement of landfill in the flood plain
.the adjacent properties for a 100-year frequency flood?

B. What is the impact of a 100-year frequency flood en Eastwick Project?

If any adverse impacts are shown, appropriate remedial measures should be
proposed. When this study has been completed, we would like to have the
opportunity to review this study.

A comprehensive plan should be developed to properly collect, convey, control
and dispose storm water runoff from the project area. The storm water management
'fam'iit'Toc -fr»oiiiHir»g Hot-onf-i*r»r» /cn-r-ma K 2 e •? r> sho"̂ '"' ^e designed to ™inincize.___•« ~._vvj «.~ v -_ ̂ <_» * •£} "" ta — *--- — — —""•/*— ••" — o **• —' — *- —»» , * w» ̂ -*— — ^

localized and regional flooding associated with this project. An evaluation
of draining part of the Uarby Creek Watershed into the Schuylkill River Watershed
should be made. We-would like to review the design of the proposed drainage
-system. Approval by the Corps of Engineers will be necessary for any encroach-
ment of the Schuylkill River.

A satisfactory soil erosion and sedimentation control plan needs to be prepared
for the entire project area and an application should be ir.ade to obtain a permit
from DER. The plan previously submitted to the Department is not adequate.

i
Some sewers to be constructed in Eastwick Redevelopment area are covered by
Department permit but it cannot be determined if sewers under construction are
these. Permits must be obtained from DER for all public sewers prior to construction

The Southwest treatment plant expansion is not yet under construction - final
design for various contracts is underway.

*
Total sewage flow of 9.44 mgd appears excessive as do the per capita allowances
for sewage flow. The infiltration allowance should be based on sewer size and
length rather than land area.

Special considerations should be given to the design of collection systems in
high ground water table area. These include:

A. Use sewer pipe of long lengths such as asbestos cement, cast iron,
plastic or poured concrete rather than vitrified clay or reinforced
concrete.
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B. Use precast concrete manholes rather than brick manholes. If
brick plaster on outside with a.good bituminous waterproof coating.

C. In severe wet areas, construct frencb drain under sanitary sewer
line to drain ground water table or encase sewer line with concrete.

D. Require testing of all sewer lengths to insure specifications* is met.

* 200 gpd/mile/inch diameter of sewer

25. The coastal Zone Management (CZM) Branch has reviewed the subject impact
statement in accordance with the current goals and guidelines of the CZM program.
The urban renewal project in the Eastwick area is of particular concern to CZM
since most of the renewal nro"iect ares lies within the interitn coastal zone

. boundary. - - . . . .

26. While it is felt that there is a definite need for urban renewal and the
planning measures that accompany it, in many areas of the Philadelphia coastal
zone (including Eastwick) it should be noted that the Eastwick area lies adjacent
to probably the only significant ecological area left in the Delaware Estuary
Coastal Zone, ths Tinicura Marsh Preserve. Consequently, it is recommended that
all actions taken in the renewal project do not adversely affect this area. In
addition, research should be undertaken on the possibility of unifying and
onH a n ("•-i n o t~Vio i n f -p- f f -p 1-0 V,ci I^T-TOOTI f-Vio P^ c t-r.r-J r V I-IT-/-IT of 1~ sr\A 111-0'n 11 a TT n T f urn Vsfc;Vi
______i.£^...l*..I-~-£2 Ui*.*- *-*-t-Ci—— —— Ci—— ̂ * *xl^,ta>l.b«.* .̂».H M<—— »..».*-*»".« J.* •* V _J « ^- *. L̂...- « *̂ ~* ___ -- ̂  •*- -..*.«.——— w "*--•• ~ ———— —— •*• - » •

A study of this nature would help to make the adjoining Tinicum Marsh resource
a valuable asset to the otherwise unavoidable intensely urbanized atmosphere of
"Eastwick.

27. Moreover, it is'strongly advised that any physical improvements and
additions to the existing community should use -the latest environmentally
safe construction techniques. The construction should comply with environ-
mental regulations as well as local and regional planning programs.

28. The benefits of the urban renewal program include socioeconomic advantages,
the removal of substandard housing units, the correction of faulty street layouts,
as well as providing the outlying areas with public water and wastewater disposal
thereby eliminating troublesome septic systems. It is felt that these benefits
are very worthwhile as long as the adjacent marsh areas are unscathed. These
marsh areas are of prime ecological concern both as aesthetic open space in a
very crowded environment and as a habitat for natural flora and fauna.

,J
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Mr. James Treadwell
Environmental Off icer
Department of Housing & Urban Development
Philadelphia Area Office

" 625 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pa. 19106

Dear Mr. Treadwell :

I appreciate the opportunity to review and comment upon-the Draf t Environmenta l
Impact Statement for the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area.

It is my understanding that the Philadelphia Redevelopment Authori ty is pre-
parm0" extensive cornmcnts OTZ the ^rriT*iact Statement f o r 'rcur ccnsidcrat ien
I would like to comment on two par t icu lar statements which relate to the

. Industrial Development aspects of the area.

On page thirty-eight of the Statement, it is suggested that, additional l andscap-
ing should be placed in f ront of the existing industrial buildings on the South side
of JLindbergh Blvd. Any additional landscaping should be installed at no cost to
the industrial firms involved. Plans for the additional landscaping should be
submitted for the approval of the owners of each building before any plant ing
takes place. While I can appreciate the desire to have a buffer strip separat ing
the Industrial and Residential areas, the industrial occupants of each building
also desire some public exposure and an effort should be made not to completely
shield all the industrial development from public view.

On page forty-four of the Impact Statement, it is-suggested that consideration
be given to annexing the land in Industrial Stage C to the Tinicum Wildlife
Preservation with final consideration depending on the effects of Inters ta te 95
on the land. We object to the conversion of this valuable industrial land to a
non-tax producing, non-employment producing use.

n
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The problem of meeting the ci ty 's needs for jobs and tax-ratables is a far
greater concern than adding additional park and recreation area to the
already extensive land reserved for this purpose. While the Stage C a rea
has not been actively marketed for Industrial Development, the proximity
to an Inters tate Highway crea tes substantial potential for an attractive
industrial or commercial area in the future.

Thank you, for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Statement. I
\vould appreciate your keeping me informed of the progress of this review.

Sincerely,

HRB:rg
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William Reilly, Assistant Health Commissioner
)Air Management Services, 4320 Vissahickon Avenue v
AIR MANAGEMENT SERVICES COMMENTS 0:i THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL '... ̂  / //
IMPACT STATEMENT, EASTOICK URBAN RENEWAL AREA, PHILADELPHIA. "/ ^ •
Lewis D. Polk, M.D. , Acting Hcaltn Commissioner
Department of Public Health -.£- ^i/^

V;>
i

MIS has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
Eastwick Urban Renewal Area, submitted to us by Paul T. Cain,
Area Director, Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Mr. Cain has requested that comments be addressed to the
attention of James R. Treadwell, Environmental Officer, "".oom 8S8,
Curtis Building, 625 Walnut Street, Philadelphia, PA- 19106.

- Due to its residential and ncn-office builoinj co™n
nature, the urban renewal project presents no air pollution
problem in itself. The 1050 car parking facility for the
major shopping center however, presents a potential air pollution
problem. ' V.'s are confident that this potential can bs minimized
by adequate design of the parking facility, particularly its
entrance and exit configurations. The final EIS should contain
a detailed analysis of the air pollution impact of the shopping
center's parking facility. Also, as discussed previously v:ith
HUD,large new parking facilities will require review under A.:s
Regulation X.

On page i of the summary sheet of the impact statement, the
'report mentions that a major adverse environmental effect is air
and noise pollution from various transportation r.ocss . It should
be pointed out that the biggest environmental offender is the
passenger car mode. Properly maintained'mass transit vehicles
produce comparatively little air or noise pollution.

HUD states 'that "Mass transit will he-v changed sonewhat to
accommodate new residential and commercial development."
Planning for this should be coordinated with SEPTA as early in
the planning process as possible.

Future mass transit projects will have a beneficial impact
on air quality in the area. The Airport High Speed Line will
provide better transit.service to center city. The possible new
bus lines to Delaware County would provide the Eastvick area
with new mass transit alternatives, reducing the reliance on
passenger cars.

f

Additional Air Quality Data requested by HUD for the
Eastwick area is now available and is attached to these comments.

If you or your staff have any questions regarding these
comments, please contact me.

!7R:jma
Enclosures
cc: Dov/ncy, J.C., Deputy Managing Dir., MSB

Fisher, P., Administrative Analyst I, MSB
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September 29, 1975

Mr. Paul Cain, Area'Director
U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development
Philadelphia Area Office
Curtis Building Room 894
625 Walnut Street- - ._ _ .. _ _ .
Philadelphia , Pennsylvania 19106

Re: Eastwick Urban Renewal Are3
rw-g-pf- Envi**oni.
Statement Comments

Pear Mra Cain:

The following are the Redevelopment Authority's comments, arranged
by area of environmental concern, relative to the Draft EIS prepared by
HUD for the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area:

Air Pollution

It is the Authority's feeling that the section on Air
Pollution in the Draft EIS is incomplete and misleading.

Although HUD acknowledges that "... .Air^Management Services
Air Quality Monitoring station at the Airport Circle has yet to
produce a reliable data base ..." (page 15), a qualitative assess-
ment is made that air pollution in Eastwick is moderate to high
and that, given the variety of sources, "... air pollution levels
(EPA standards) are almost certain to be exceeded" (page 40),
Such a conclusion cannot be supported in fact without the results
of the dispersion modeling being carried out by EPA. Without
taking Into account dispersion effects, the total of HUD's own
listing of indirect sources of carbon monoxide, including parking
lots and 1-95, does not approach EPA's one hour standard of 35 ppm.

Furthermore, although the Statement attributes negative impacts
upon air quality to "...urban renewal and highway activities ...",
this statement is misleading in that six of the seven impact sources
(page 15) are not urban renewal activities. In fact, it may be
reasonably stated, that the Authority proposes no activities that
will aignificaltly impact ambient air quality in the Eastwick Urban
Renewal Area.
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The Authority acknowledges that point and Indirect sources of
air pollution exist in the Eastwick URA. It is our contention,
however, that until such time as the air quality situation has bren
clearly defined and it can be demonstrated that standards have been
or will be violated, restrictions cannot be placed on renewal
activities.

Koise Pollution

Roadway Noise: (Island Avenue, 84th Street and Lindbergh
Boulevard)

- - The Authority concurs with HUD that truck, bus and auto-
- mobile tra ffic on the above-mentioned streets is of sufficient
volume to create clearly unacceptable and normally unacceptable
noise zones as defined by HUD Circular 1390.2. It may be stated,
however, that new housing is proposed in only two areas of normally
unacceptable i-pact: west cf 84th Street between Lindbergh and
Mario Lanza Blvds.,, in Residential Stage IV, and east of 84ch Scree!
above Lindbergh Boulevard in upper Residential Stage II. The
Authority, in cooperation with the developer, The Korman Corpor-
ation s pici otHc*" CEcriC^cs ^*2*™ ""<i**r t * ken s °tuc^" of t"hft "f^^cts
of noise on the proposed residential units. Probable decibel
levels will be determined by using readings in analogous existing
housing/roadway situations, so that actual impacts may be more
precisely defined. When such information is available, considera-
tion will be given to orientation of the structures on the land
and installation of interior sound reduction measures such as added
insulation, additional gypsum board, noise retardant windows, s.olid
wood doors with rubber gaskets, and central air conditioning.
Every effort will be made to reduce interior noise to acceptable
levels. ' •>

Rail Noise: (Mario Lanza Boulevard)

A potential exists for noise impact on the residential units
proposed for construction just north of Mario Lanza Boulevard in
Residential Stage IV as a result of construction of the Airport
High Speed Lin£. The Final EIS for the AHSL acknowledged the
problem and made provision for acoustical shielding in the form
of tree and shrub planting. The effectiveness for these methods
is under study by the Authority and appropriate supplementary

' attenuation measures will be taken, where necessary, to ensure
acceptable interior noise levels.
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Eastvick
Draft Em onmental Impact Statement C—jnents Pago

Airport Nolae:

As Indicated by HUD, lower Residential Stage II and Residen-
tial Stages III and IV appear to lie in normally unacceptable
zones relative to airport associated noise. The inclusion of
projected Runway #1735 expansion plans does not appreciably alter
the impact of airport noise on residential development in Eagtwick.
It should be pointed out, however, that prior to the undertaking
of runway expansion activities, an independent nnvironmrnta1
assessment, possibly an Impact Statement, will be "irê uircd by
federal law. It will be the obligation of the City of Philadelphia
to assess the impacts of runway expansion on existing surrounding
residentially zoned areas. The Authority, the Eastwick and
Delaware County Communities, and other affected groups and agencies
will work to ensure that airport expansion activities are consistant
with environmental goals and standards.

Unlike other noise sources, there appears to be no effective
method of shielding the proposed residential units in Staces II, III
-and IV from airport noise. The Redevelopment Authority, as indicated
below, would be receptive to discussion and possible re-consideration
of proposed land uses in Residential Stage III, the area most
Impacted by airport noise. Proposals to alter the residential reuses
of lower Stage II -and Stage IV to less noise-sensitive uses are, on
balance, less desirable. In lower Residential Stage II, land use
changes to .Commercial or Industrial would require additional
acquisitions of excluded properties to create marketable parcels.
A change to a non-residential reuse would also preclude the possibility
of construction of low-moderate income housing in this stage, a subject
presently under discussion in the community. With regard to
Residential Stage IV, a large portion ofithc area has already been
serviced with sewer and water ties for residential construction.
Many millions of federal, state and local dollars have been spent to
fill and grade .the area and otherwise prepare for residential
development. Additionally, the Authority is obligated by contract
to convey these areas for residential reuse. Finally, planning for
the last twenty years, approved by HUD each step of the way, has
anticipated residential reuses in these areas- and generated
considerable community expectation.

Water Pollution and Soil Erosion Control

Drainage and drainage related problems are discussed several times
in the Impact Statement. We feel that in a realistic sense, usefullness
of these discussions is diminished by vagueness and overstatement. The
Authority agrees that erosion has been a problem associated with grading
operations in residential Stage IV. We do not agree that construction
in Stage II has substantially degraded water quality in the Tintar,; V-r-,h
or the Darby Creek drainage basin. We do not agree that the "storm



REGIONAL REPRESENTATIVE OF THE SECKcTARY

41* WAINIH SHEET
fHUADElPHIA, PtNNSYlVANIA 19106

October 24, 1975

MEMORANDUM TO: Paul T. Cain
Area Director, HUD

SUBJECT: Draft 'EIS, Eastwick" Urban 'Renewal Area,
Philadelphia, Pa.

Attached are comments from Urban Mass Transportation and Federal
Aviation Administrations on the subject EIS. We've been advised
that Federal Highway Administration never received a copy of the
draft EIS.

/
/ j? '"'tr7-̂  ^~ v A

Robert 3rov;n, Jr.
Secretar ia l Representat ive

Attachment



T?:vi:-.0"-:;N7AL T!-:?AC7 Cr 'THE ACTION

LO—Lac'; of Objection

ETA hr.s no objections to the proposed action as described ir. the draft impact sta
cent; or suggests only rr.ino,r changes in the proposed action,

ER—Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the envircnrjental effects of certain aspects' of
ths proposed action.. EPA believes that further study of s'j;~-35 t£d altErr. utiv-es

-or r.o-dificnticr.s is required and has askad th-2 origir.atir.r 7e;er^l crsncj to
reassess these aspects.

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its po.£niicll
harmful effect on the environment. rurchnmore , the Agency believes :hat rr.o.

~ - . - . i _ _ . w . - - _ .

environ" en t f re- hazards arising f rc~ this action'. The Agency recci^iind s thau
altcrr.c.t:ivcG to the action be analyzed further (includirt3 chs po>->ih:l lity of n
actioa at all) .

ADZCUACY C" THE I^ACT

Category 1—Adequate

The draft inpaet state-ant adequately sets 'forth" the 27.vircr.r-er.tal ir.pact of the
proposed project or action as veil ss reasonable alternatives available to the
project or action.

Category 2—Insufficient Information "*

EPA believes that the craft ir.pact stats-enc does not contain sufficient infrma-
tion to assess fully the environ-anta! i-pect of the prcpcsad prcjc-ct cr action.
However, fron: the infortition subnietec, the Accncy is able 'to t_a'/.e a pralininary
determination of the ir.pact on the envircnr.snt. EPA has r?cu?sted that ch= origi-
r:ator provide the information that vss not included in rha draft st = te-ent.

*
Categcr} 3—Inadequate

F.?A believes that the draft inpact state-ant does not acecuatcly assess the on'-ir.^n-
mental irpr.ct of the proposed project rr action, or thit the stj-.er.er.t inzf^cuzLcly
analyzes recscnabli^ availsble alternatives. The Agency has re*:uesr?c r.crv* in:crr.it;
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drainage system (in Stage IV and II) still diverts road salts, oils
and construction debris into these Darby Creek drainage basin (sic)."
In fact the storm drainage systems in these areas carry runoff
directly away from the Darby Creek basin. Additionally, the Authority
does not agree that siltation and deterioration of Darby Creek has
occurred as a result of land fill activities in Eastwick. Again, with
the exception of relatively small portions of Stages II and IV, both
the existing and proposed drainage direction is away from the Darby
Creek.

A more important objection involves the statement concerning
erosion and siltation which appears on page 41 under SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE
IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED. The statement says i:soil erosion,
siltation and noor drainage systems currently are the major water
pollution sources. Due to the vast areas of disturbed soils ar.d lack
of implemented plan to control this situation, erosion and siltation
are unchecked." This is a distortion of fact. The Darby and Cohbs
Creeks arc indeed pollute" - polluted when tuey -clow into iias^twicK
and margionally worse when they flow out. These streams are subject
to discharges such as sanitary sewage, street runoff, landfill leacheate
and industrial discharge, all upstream from the Eastwick area. To say
that the additional runoff burden from grading operations in Stage IV is
the insjor water pollution source \sj is tot aily unfounuea.

Additionally, it is the Authority's feeling that the description of
"vast areas of disturbed soils" in Eastwick is overdrawn. Stage IV is
currently being graded. This is the qnly large area of Eastwick that is
not built upon paved, seeded, or overgrown with weeds. The very nature
of the fill material used in Eastwick - highly organic dredge silt -
precluded large unvegetated surfaces. Areas stripped become weed grown
again in a matter of weeks, reducing "the likelihood of erosion.

With regard to an approved Erosion Control Plan, the Authority has
met with representatives of the State Department of Environmental
Resources on numerous occasions to identify problems and arrive at
mutually agreeable solutions. We anticipate that within the next
several weeks, all state objections will be satisfactorily answered,
permitting the approval of the Control Plan presently on file with the
state.

Flooding

As noted in the Draft EIS, a potential flooding problem does exist
in Stages III, IV and "C", in the event of a flood of 100-year intensity.
With this knowledge, the Authority asked its engineering consultant,
Kissane-Lcddy, to review the problem and offer recommendations for
solution* A discussion of the considered alternatives is attached
(Exhibit 1). In brief, the best alternative appears to be to isolate the
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flood-prone residential areas with a dike to be constructed along the
SEPTA right-of-way just north of the Reading Railroad tracks and .
parallel to it. The Authority is currently arranging meetings with
SEPTA and other involved agencies to discuss implementation of this
proposal.

Stage III

Due to the variety and severity of adverse impacts affecting
Residential Stage III, the Redevelopment Authority Is currently
reviewing alternative land uses for this area. We would appreciate
the assistance of HUD in determining the value of alternative proposals.

In conclusion, the Authority acknowledges the existance of adverse
environmental impacts affecting portions of the Eastwick URA. Where possible,
as. with potential noise, flooding, and soil erosion problems the Authority will
make every effort, in consultation with KUD, co eliminate adverse impacts. With
regard to other types of impacts, such as air and airport-related noise
pollution, it should be understood that these sources are beyond the effective
control of the Authors ty - Tnpse adverse impacts should be viewed in light of
HUD's own environmental regulations which require that "...unavoidable adverse
impacts shall be weighed against benefits to be obtained jTroni approval of the
proposal." (Circular .1390..2, page 27). It is the Authority's belief that the
-benefits of the provision of modern housing in an urban area are, on balance,
more important to the,general well-being of the City, the Eastwick Community,
and the individual homeovner than the adverse impact of airport-related noise.

AUGUST/NE A. SALVI
- Executive Director

AASrtjh
attachment



KISSnNE-LEDDY ANU h5, iNC.
Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors

SUITE 623 • PENN SQUARE BLDG. - 1317 FILBERT ST., PHILA. PA. 19107
SUITE 2B. 1339 TILTON ROAD. NORTHFIELD, N. J. 08225

PA (215) LO 4-1150 N.J. (609) 645-2295

September 8, 1975

Mr. Thomas Harding
Envi ronmenta l Clearance Coordinator
R e d e v e l o p m e n t Author i ty
1234 Marke t Street East
P h i l a d e l p h i a , P e n n s y l v a n i a 19107

Dear Mr. Harding:

In accordance with your r e q u e s t , we have inves t iga ted the po ten t ia l
i t i a l Stayc III and Stage IV 111 the Edbtwlck.

The Depar tment of Housing and Urban Development pointed out in their
J-'i ait EnvironmentsL I~pact otaternent ior the Eastvv ICK r ro j to t tha i Lhe
100 year flood crest of the Delaware River in t h i s region reaches an
elevation of approx ima te ly 10 fee t as measu red aga ins t the City of
Philadelphia d a t u m . Under this f looding condi t ion most of Stage IV
and portions of Stage III would be under at least one foot of w a t e r .

The f i rs t aspect of our inves t iga t ion involved a d e t e r m i n a t i o n of over-
land flow access to the r e s i d e n t i a l areas. The existence of ground el-
evations below flood stage does not necessar i ly mean that the areas
will be flooded un les s there is an overland flow route to the area also
below flood stage. An evaluation of Coast andGeodet ic Survey maps '
showed that overland flow is possible from the Delaware River and the
Schuylkill-Delaware confluence. Therefore it can be assumed that flood-
ing potential is real.

There are three alternatives available to the Redevelopment Authority in
dealing with this problem:

1. Change the reuse (where still possible) to provide for development
less sensitive to flooding such as recreational uses or open spaces.

2. Revise the grading plan to raise ground elevations above the 100
year flood stage.

3. Isolate the area from overland f low.

These alternatives were evaluated and the first and second were abandoned

EXHIBIT 1



The first a l ternat ive was abandoned because of the extensive cap i t a l
already invested for dra inage S t ruc tu re s , sewers and water d i s t r ibu t ion .

* Also, there is a demonst rable need for housing that wi l l be provided in
these residential areas.

The second alternative was abandoned because of the cost involved in
raising the ground elevat ions. The addit ional f i l l r e q u i r e m e n t was not
precisely c a l c u l a t e d , but it would be at least 350, 000 cubic yards .
Also a number of drainage structures would require r e c o n s t r u c t i o n to
meet new grades .

The third a l t e rna t ive was chosen fcr fur ther ana lys i s because of con-
""• " ' " "" siderations of cost e f f ec t i venes s and requi red i m p l e m e n t a t i o n t i m e .

The isolation of r e s iden t i a l Stage IV h a s , as you knc'.v, been made
easier because of the construction cf the ercs icr . -s i l ta t ion control
berm along Lindbergh Boulevard f rom 84th Street to N'iaric Lar.za Boul-

.. evard. The construction of e m b a n k m e n t for 84th Street w i l l i so la te the
area along the nor theas t boundary . The only exposure to over land f low
is the southeastern boundary of the stage along the proposed Airport
High Speed Line (APKSL) .

The profile of the APHSL is such that the right of way would cons t i t u t e 1

a channel during a 100 year f lood . Therefore the isolation, of Stage IV
must exclude the APKSL r ight of w a y .

Two feas ib le methods exist for i so la t ing Stage IV along the southeast
boundary. The prof i le of V'ario Lanza Boulevard could be m o d i f i e d to
act as a barrier along th i s boundary. . This_ so lu t i on was eva lua ted ar.c

:~ abandoned because of the cost involved in mod i f i ca t i ons to in te r sec t ing
street profi les and modif icat ions to exist ing drainage s t r u c t u r e s .

The second al ternative method appears to be most economica l . This
method would involve the construction of a dike parral le l to Mario Lanza
Boulevard between Mario Lanza and the APHSL and the continuation of the
erosion-siltation control berm to connect with this dik'e.

Currently this space is being reserved for use as right of way for the
Route 36 trolley.* There is not suff icient space between the bui ld ing
line of Mario Lanza Boulevard and the APKSL right of way for a dike
and the double track trolley bed. Therefore it wi l l be necessary to ra ise
the trolley profile so that this track bed embankment wi l l act as a d ike .

This proposal is quite feasible from an engineer ing point of v iew. The
current track profi le is on a sag between I s l and Avenue and 84th Street .
Raising this profi le approximately four f ee t wil l yield a relat ively f l a t
profile from Island Avenue to the turn around southwest of the Lindbergri-

•*'\ Mario Lanza intersection.



The only other potential engineering constraint is the 84th
bridge over the trolley. The current construct ion p lans show 22
feet clearance under this structure. The trolley cars require 15
to 18 feet c learance. Therefore, raising the track e levat ion 4 f ee t
(£) wi l l not reduce the clearance below the requi red m i n i m u m .

The Army Corps of Engineering does not have flood c res t du ra t ion data
for th is area. They stated tha t the crest d u r a t i o n is r e l a t ed to both
river stage and the tide. The worst case then must be a concurrent
river crest and t ida l crest. The durat ion of th is case would be rel-
atively short. The embankment , t he re fo re , need not be des igned for
long term i m p o u n d m e n t .

We feel that this concept will provide a cost effect ive method of pre-
venting flood damage to both res ident ia l Stage IV and S t a g e - I I I . We
suggest that p re l imina ry design inves t iga t ion be ins t i tu ted and thai
Septa be included in this process as soon as poss ible . V/e a lso sug-
gest that the Department of Publ ic Property be contacted relativ-e to
potential flood damage to the APHSL. Apparent ly (wi thout de ta i led an
alysis) the profi le of ths APHSL wil l sxpcss the line to damage from
floods of very short return f requency.

Tf \f f 1 1 »•+• Vi i c- i o f = «-• ,

feel free to contact us.

Very t/Sly yours,

e s W . Lindemer , /PZ.

JWLrlz

-3-
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JO*N C. MlTKUS. E.-
RO6m M. LU»COir.
C. CBA.G S C H C I T E B .

Septenber 26, 1975

Directcr
^^ T T ^ U , ^

-C. —~7 — .

Mr. Paul T. Cain, Are
Department of -Hcusir.g
625 Walnut Street - Room
PhiladeIphia. P ennsylvan

Dear Mr. Cai~ :

The Philadelphia City Planning
Environmental Ir.pact Statement
is our opinion that the alt-ma
in Eastwick is rot an option du
to this renewal area.

The Draft EIS-pointed cut the s
the Eastwick Renewal Area, i.e.
pollution and flood hazards. I!
Eastwick should be considered —
for additional new ~iddle ir.cor.
sales in Eastwick. Pela
new middle incor.e housing
ment should continue with
site improvements and housj-n* -ons
land use to mitigate these adverse

rban levelooment

Cor^nission staff, has reviewed the Draft
for the Eastx-.'ick Urban Renewal Area. It
tive calling fcr the ending of development
5 to the public and private commitment ~ad?

helativelv ze

rport, rail and highv;ay nciss. air
existence of environr.ental prcbler.3 in
he context of the demonstrated, d.err,and
ousing as evidenced by the present
acres are left which are suitable for
ity. It is our opinion that this develo;
fort made, through the use of special
truction techniques and regulation of
environmental impacts.

In the discussion of alternatives, the Draft SIS noted that these efforts
were possible. HUD and the Redevelopment Authority should take positive
steps to ensure that all future development on' this site will consider
and mitigate these Adverse envircr_~ental impacts.

Sincerely yours,

John C. Mltkus
Executive Director
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Executive Office
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- Urnes C. McConnon. Esq.

/ice Chairman
:rancis P. Desmond, Esq.

Robert C Bodine
Afelcton B Heyburn
Harold E- Kohn. Esq.
Joseph L. pyic. Jr. - September 9, 1975
•lien Ann Roberts
sadorc M Scoir
.awrence R. Slo/U
James H. J. Tale
Joseph Tracy

Senefal Manager
.Villiarn R. Salon " - - . , . . . _ ....... . . .

Chief Counsel ^
Lewis H, Van Dusen, Jr.. Esq. i-iX" • rSuj. j. , v_So.n, j-\rea Director

Department of Housing & Urban Development
>-»T_ .'1 — J _, 1 _T_ ̂ ' - . • H w . - . - . / ^ J T j T J r t . ^ .•c-nxxaueipuxo. rtx tra wj. J. x we
Curtis Building
625 Walnut Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19.106

Re: 3.4SS

Dear Mr. Cain:

SEPTA is in receipt of the draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Eastwick Urban Renewal Area,
for which you requested comments before September 29th.

After review of the-statement by our staff we
believe that the report in general accurately states
SEPTA's long range policy for surface transportation
in Eastwick.

Sincerely,

. :<,(,-;
" W. R. Eaton

General Manager



29 September 1975

Mr. James Treadwell
Environmental Officer
Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
Room 8S8, Curtis Building
COC 1A/X 1-..* C + .-ppf
\Jt-.\J If V (_li| 1 U 4. U H C<- U

Philadelphia, Pa. 19106 " ' '

Re; Environmental Impact Statement - 3.4SS

Dear Mr. Treadwell:

We have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Study for the Eastwick Urban
Renewal Area and are forwarding you our comments as per Mr. Paul Cain's
letter of July 29, 1975.

As representatives of the New Eastwick Corporation, redeveloper for Stages I,
. II , m and IV, we feel it important to note that all development that has occurred
has been as the result of the cooperation between the Philadelphia Redevelopment
Authority, City Planning Commission, Philadelphia City Counci l , and the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development. Development has been conducted
according to the terms of the contract between New Eastwick Corporation and the
Philadelphia Redevelopment Authority and the then applicable laws and regulations
In responding to the draft statement, we have attempted to infuse our comments
on the Environmental Impact Study itself with observations on the effect specific
recommendations have on the market absorption of remaining land. We feel that
this properly deserves your consideration within a study such'as this if the fu tu re
success and expectations of the renewal plan are to be realized.

Our comments, as follow, are listed in the order in which the subjects occur
within the draft statement-and are referenced by page number where possible.

THE K O K M A N CORPORATION
Admin i s t r a t ive Oltifi's: K-nkintown, l Y n n b y l v j n i . i l°0-lc
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Map 5 . Landfill Areas

No indication is made for fill in Stage III as would be required to bring the
site both to city grade or increase that grade above the 100 year flood elevation

17" The acreage stated for the Major Shopping Center is incorrect and should
be revised to 32 acres".

2. The Neighborhood Shopping Center on Mario Lanza Boulevard is at 87th
Street, not 8Qth as stated. •

Page 33. Paragraph 2

Development of the parochial school system in Eastwick is not from "lack of
firm plans for Stage III" as stated, as these plans have been careful ly prepared
and presented by the Eastwick Joint Venture. Future expansion of the parochial

- school system is entirely dependent on the Philadelphia Archdiocese .

Page 38. Paragraph 2

Other than the Marian Anderson homes along Island Avenue, residential con-
struction has been overwhelmingly with red brick, rather than white brick as
stated. ^

Page 38. Paragraph 4

While the predominate house type has indeed been row in configuration, we take
exception to comments on density and creativity. In comparison to similar exist-
ing neighborhoods, Eastwick supports an overall density much lower when the
entire area, including the'considerable open recreational land, is included in
computing the density figures. Further, while acknowledging creativity as a
highly subjective subject, we feel that units offered represent a skilled or, if
you will, "creative" approach in providing maximum living area, sound con-
struction and pleasing design within a cost range that satisfactorily meets one
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of the fundamental premises of the Urban Renewal philosophy; i.e. , to provide
the best possible housing at the lowest possible cost. We believe that we are
being extremely creative in our ability to provide attractive housing at a price
that is being readily accepted in the community.

Page 38. Paragraph 6

It should be noted that recreational areas serving not only the apartment residents
but the entire Eastwick community have been amply provided wi th in the renewal
plan. Facilities within an apartment complex, restricted to apartment residents ,
as might be provided in a similar type development located where recreational
facilities do not exist, would appear to be an unwarranted duplication.

Page 40. Section 8

While it is difficult to evaluate the conclusions on noise abatement measures
with the lack of specific recommendations, the increased costs associated with
sole reliance on construction measures for abatement would eliminate many families

"from being able to afford homes in Eastwick. Serious consideration should be
made in the evaluat ion-of set backs, berms or other "natural" aba tement measures ;
where these measures prove to be impractical, reasonable construction techniques
to reach acceptable levels would be employed,

Page 41. Section B " *

It would appear feasible, pending the results of the study of the flood plain
implications by the Corps of Engineers, to provide the required fill or dikes
rather than lose vast acreage affected by the possibility of inundation. A con-
sideration which must be taken into account is the availability of (or lack of)
feasible developable lan^ for residential use within the urban environment.
This is fast becoming a dwindling commodity within Philadelphia, and properly
deserves the effort required to retain Stage IV for its intended residential develop-
ment.
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Page 42. Section F

As set forth in the attached history, we have, since the development of the
massive transportation network, regarded Stage III as being environmentally
unsound for residential use; and as a logical corollary, practically unmarket -
able residentially. Successful development of this site demands a land use

"change to Airport-Related Commercial use.

Page 42. Section E

The fact that there is even a Tinicum marsh to consider is due to the efforts of
the Philadelphia conservationlsts who rescued the marsh and the controlled de-
velopment of a renewal plan. Much of the loss in the existing marsh can be
attributed to a mechanical fai lure of flood control devices within the marsh
area long after redevelopment began.

Page 44. Changes in Land Use Proposals

Stage II - It should be noted that Lower Stage II is dotted with a profus ion of
excluded properties that will limit the number of possibilities for al ternate use .
The effect of the high costs of noise abatement measures vs. the lowered desir-
ability of a highly impacted area requires close scrutiny if this area is to be
successfully developed and marketed. ^

Stage III - As indicated earlier, consideration of an alternate land use for
Stage III has been underway since 1969. As noted in the draft statement, plans
for development of an alternate use have been submitted, verifying our endorse-
ment of the plan change. Implementation of these plans is currently pending
solution of the problems associated with the excluded residential and inst i tut ional
parcels. *

m

Stage IV - As noted earlier regarding the impact on this site by both flooding
and noise pollution, it would appear feasible, and in our estimation desirable,
to find a solution to the problems rather than an alternate use which eliminates
much needed land from residential development. We also reiterate our concern
that noise abatement measures which least affect the ultimate consumer cost bo
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considered to minimize the costs which place housing out of the reach of that
portion of the community intended to benefit most by urban renewal efforts.

Page 45. Section 1, Paragraph..!.

The direct contradiction contained in this section describing the original
- -character of Eastwick with statements made in the Project History on Page 1

and the area characteristics noted by the City Planning Commission in desig-
nating Eastwick an Urban Renewal Area on Page 5 must be noted.

Page 46.

While perhaps not a subject for lengthy discussion within the Environmental
Impact Statement, we feel a more positive position regarding the benefits re-
sulting from the renewal plan is warranted. Certainly, as one of the largest
projects of this type in the country, and as has been acknowledged many times
.in the past, one of the most successful , more emphasis should be placed on
.the many benefits that have accrued to the city, to the present and the fu tu re
residents of Eastwick,- The taking of an unproductive area and tu rn ing that area
into a highly productive area for the city, at a time of nationwide metropolitan
crisis, is a task of great significance.

Eastwick's success is possible on-ly because of the^vast amount of energy being
devoted by the groups and interests connected with fulfil l ing the H . U . D . approved
renewal plan. Recognition by H .U .D . , as parent agency, of the success that
has been achieved to date would seem appropriate response to those efforts of
the many city agencies and community groups involved with the plan. Given a
positive framework in which to thrive, the future of Eastwick is as bright now
as when conceived.

*
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft statement. Should any
questions concerning our response occur, please feel free to call upon us at any
time so a speedy conclusion of this matter can be reached.

Sincerely,

-D". A. Salvetti, -
Eastwick Joint Venture
For The New Eastwick Corporation

DASrkms



1970

1971

1972

1973

The change of Stage III from res ident ia l to l igh t i n d u s t r i a l was proposed
because of 1-95 and the high speed line-by PBEC. The.City P lanning Com
mission recommended o f f i ce , motel/hotel and. "prestige " industrial (vs.
factories}. ' • '

'Concurrent planning \vas undertaken: The New Eastwick Corp.- (Eastwick
Joint V e n t u r e ) submi t t ed pre l iminary plat for res ident ia l u se , while the
Redevelopment .Authori ty and City P l a n n i n g Commission proposed a l and
use change to "Airport-Related Commercia l" . The pre l iminary plat for
residential use was .approved in December of 1970, but never acted upon

H . U . D . ten ta t ive ly approved a land use change from res iden t i a l to
airport-related commercial (L-4) for the site bounded-fay 84th Street ,
T-95 and Sariram, and commercial' (C-3) on the site bounded by Bertram
84th and the Reading Railroad.

The Redevelopment Authority outlined the. inotel park complex developed
by the Planning Commission recommending a 50 acre deve lopmen t . A
study team of City P lann ing , P . I . D . C . and Authori ty members was to
determine market feasibi l i ty . , ,

New Eastwick Corp. assured the Redevelopment Authority of their will-
ingness to develop Stage III as a motel-commercial complex as recommended
by the Redevelopment Authority and City Planning Commiss ion .

The Redevelopment "Authority proposes cither a land change for In tc rpor t
(86th to 92nd Streets) for which TKC was prepar ing m a r k e t i n g s t u d i e s , or
entire Stage III .

New rastwick Corp. advises the Redevelopment Authori ty of their support
for a land use change for the entire Stage III.



J1973 Continued

New Eastwick Corporation and The Eastwick Joint V e n t u r e fo rma l ly
stated support for a proposed land use change and. reques ted the
Redevelopment Author i ty Board to begin the p lan amendment process
Economic and land p lann ing studies were to commence with the
Board's resolution.

1974

Land planning and the initial economic s tudies were under taken for
commercial development, and a revised plat outlining possible com
mercial uses submitted to the city-l^tfi -in the year.

1975

Development efforts were focused on finding a solution of the problems
associated with the i n s t i t u t i o n a l and res ident ia l excluded propert ies .
Currently, avenues are being explored with the communi ty and the

-Redevelopment A u t h o r i t y towards reaching a solution that will allow
commercial develoornent on the s i te .

r



Pro/ec
ISLAND AND LAYCOCK AVENUES

PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153
(215) 365-8825

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clo:irvicw Community Organization
Conservation Area
Easuvick Businessmens' Association

Eastwick Community Organizatiot
Elmwood Park Civic Association
Penrose Park Civic Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

January 1976

nr. Sanuel A. Street Jr.
Department of Housing Urban Developnent
C:irtiss Building
6th i '..'aLnut Street
Phila.,?erma. 1910?

Dear Xr. Street:

The enclosed comments were prepared in response to the Eastvick Project Area Committee
receipt and discussion of the draft .environmental Impact Statement of the Eastwick
Project. They are offered with the concern that the quality of life in the future
Ia3t:-;ick Conir.unity is directly related to the attention of the agencies involved
(the "."development Authority, Department of Housing urban Dsveloonent, Planning
Comission, .City of Philadelphia, as well as the comnunity groups representing

factors. The cements are offered, however, with the genuine interest, of effect-
uating such planning and construction techniques^as may mitigate these negative
envlrorriental factors no:-:, in the interest of continued progress towards the coinoletio:
of the Ji-astv.'ick Project.

Air Pollution In zastwickr i
5astwir:k ?AC suggests that it is within the realm of responsibility of the public
agencies involved, both State Chartered and Federal Agencies, as trustees of tha
public welfare in the adninistration of the Eastwick Project to take adequate steps
to be assured that Federal, State, and local air pollution standards are met in the
Kas~.wick Development. This requires a genuine effort to substantiate, by testing,
the quality of air in the project area; it also requires a regional effort to remedy
the noxious impact of development areas adjacent to the project area. It may be
true that air pollution from traffic, airport, and industrial sources outside the
project area are not the result of renewal activities, but the public- agencies-
involved in Eastwick Developnent still must be held responsibile for good land use
planninr, in this local environment, whatever, it may be. Development should not
proceed until this can be assured. The absence of State and Federal Regional land
use criteria is aooarent in the Eastwick Case.



kKoisg T ovals In Eastuicks

1 Ly..v.ination of land use development plans for those sections within the Eistwick
Urban Renewal Area which are clearly in zones of unacceptable noise levels due to
street traffic srous that residential development is intended in three sections:
nearly the entire residential Stage IV; the easterly portion of Upper Stage II which
borders 8Ut'.) Street, north of.Lindbergh Blvd; and the 7200 and 7300 blocks of
Lindbereh Blvd., in Stage I, opposite the G. E. Power Lab; where noise levels are
like2,".' to be unacceptable,

Effective remedy for noise impacting units constructed in these sectors should be
mandatory. Attention to the provision of spatial buffer zor.es between noise generat-
ing traffic thorofares and residential development should be required, as this is
the sir.-le nost effective remedy, and can be accomplished si-ply by land use plan-
ning changes. Additional attention should be given to the orientation of structures
relative to noise sources, as well as to the requirement of any structural remedies ,
which T.i^ht prove effective, though related costs will surely be passed on to the
future honeowner.

With respect-to Stage IV specifically, traffic volumes on Mario Lanza Blvd., and
Linabergh 31vd, have been estimated at the following levels:

West of 8Iith St. 200 daily trips in either direction

East of 8iith Street on Mario Lanza Blvd., 600 daily
trips in either direction.

These traffic volur.cs, vrhsn considered SG noise generators, suggest the possible
re-plsr.nir.s of the oreliininary plat for Sastwick Stage IV, particularly along the
traffic corridors Iir.dbergh Blvd., and Mario Lanza Blvd., with specific attention
to orier.tention of structures along these street frontages.

As experienced by the iastwick Community thr.1 -ghout the last several years, noise
generated by urban renewal activities are directly related to the Redevelopment
A:;t'".orit" 3ite Inprove.-ent activity rather than frcr: the development activities
ol* Lhe rscevelopers. The r.edevsloonent Authority oT Philadelphia ;!as been con«r,ic;"XLS

. in its disregard for -the noise and air pollution impact of its activities upon the - -
existing Sastwick Ccnr.unity. C-rads and fill contractors have been permitted to operate
on 2h hr.ur schedules using access routes which pass directly through residential
neighborhoods, even when alternate routes were available. It is doubtful that even
the Department of H. U. D. will have significant success in altering these abusive
practices.

Water Pollution In Eastwick;

In addition to pollution sources mentioned in the E, I. S. draft (erosion and
siltation, septic systems, and Heller's Dump) it should be noted that storm sewers
in U;:per Sta.̂ e II development area have been designed to empty into Darby Creek
under extreme volur.e conditions. These sewers are also connected to the sanitary-
sewer system though a series of boxdrains with overlow pipes joined to the storm
severs. Under oeak storm conditions, raw sewage is mixed with storm sewer volumes
and dunned directly into Darby Creek, The condition exists in the 7500 block of
'.-.'heeler Street and former Grays Ave.. Nothing is planned to correct this situation.
Portions of this sewer construction were financed as the required local share of
financial supports of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Project.
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in Upocr Stage II and, more important, in1 3ta~e IV c^n oe qu .'led

to some extent by evalu. tion of the operation of tidal nar:;hes flood ĵ ate api iu3
and channel levels Ln the -Tinicum I."a*i:):-.al r-nv-.r^montal Center downstream of .e
'SCastvick Project Area, Staff of the Tinicum i.'ational Environr.er.tal Center estimates
that the aforementioned flood .-rr-tes have been silted in by over four feet of sediment,
a. significant portion of which has annarently occurred since 1969 when the ^ates were
last operational. This date coincides with the increased fill and the grade operations
of the Redevelopment Authority in Eastwick Sta^re IV.

An additonal and related source of soil erosion and sedimentation is the current
covering of the former Clearview Landfill. 3y a ConnonweaXth Court Order, the
Redevelopment Authority of Philadelphia is a participant in this earth moving
operation on the edge of Darby Creek, up stream of the Tinicum refuge area. This
operation is an Eastwick Area related activity, and its impacts on the environment
should be evaluated, if not mitigated.

'•Mth respect to remaining septic systems as a source of water oollution, it is
suggested that the draft E. I. S. understates the dimension of the problem, and
mis-states the case for remedy. A significant number of remaining condemned
oro-icrties, as well as several potential deedback properties and properties excluded
from condemnation are not served by city sewers.

Because the construction of new sewers in Eastwick is scheduled by the Redevelopment
Authority according to the redevelopers strategy Tor development, it is unlikely that
these oroos.-tics in Stage III and Stage IV will be served by city sewers in the near -
future. The Redevelopment Authority itself has received violation notices regarding
Authority cv.-r.ed prooerties which were net hooked into city sewers even when they were
available. The Redevelopment Authority
scheduling sever construction to accommodate only new construct ion,
city sewers service to existing, excluded neighborhoods immediately.

Flooding:

In the absence of recent data establishing the parameters of the One Hundred Year Flood
Plain since the extensive lancfilling of the Eastvrick Area, suggested orotections may
be bassci v.non speculations. ' • •>

-.e-estv.blishnent of the. parameters of the Flood Plain be-sed on current data is the only*
lorical fash-inn by which, the actual potential flccd problcir.3 cf the Eastwicl-c Project may
be -deter:-.in«d and is also the- only basis upon which remedies cither by Land Use Planning-
or construction may be responsibly recoiunended.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Eastwick Project inadequately discusses
flooding iron a problematic standpoint. That is to say, in addition to the fact that the
Data Base for the operations of the Flood Plain curing and after the Redevelopment Author:
activities has not been documented in the E. I. S., current flooding problems have also
been understated. The following discussion intends to outline flooding problems as
experienced by the Eastwick Community^ and according to generating circumstances.

Site Improvements, such as landfill, paving, curbs, and sidewalks in Eastwick are
scheduled by the Redevelopment Authority and completed to meet with the development
schedule of the i-iew Eastwick Corporation, Site improvements will be scheduled to
follow a scheme of development sequence in Residential Stâ e IV which will proceed
so\ith;;osL along Lindbergh Îvd., and south on 8Uth St. through the year 1979. This
v's important when considering the effective usage of the new storm sewer which will
be developed with the city street pattern and become effective only after its completion.



, , '."• ir low lying area was * revious drained by several natural stream syste- some
:<- -Ho: which were off shoots of the L rby Creek. It was also drained by Darby Oreek

and the Kingo Creek System -which eventually found its way north, couth and east
to the Schuylkill River and eventually to the Delaware ftiver. Furthermore, portions

. of the Jtage IV area which were low-lying were also drained by a "canal" system which
was a series of closed culverts, opened ditches, and some large concrete drainage
ways which periodically flooded ac-ordine; to the tidal schedules, but also served
to drain water nirectly into the Mingo Creek System.

V/ith the initiation of the redevelopment activities of the icnd use was changed
and replanned for residential and commercial development in accordance with this
plan, the first step was the scheduling of 1,500,000 cubic yards of landfill.
This linrifill operation began in 1968 and continued through to the present tine.
7he landfill operation "is just about three quarters of trie way completed. The
city grade under the redevelopment plan can be considered to be re-established
above the natural terrain beforethe redevelopment program began.

Concurrent i:ith this landfill operation, several highway construction jobs began
south and west, or downstream, of the natural floodplane system which used to drain
under legislative Highway 291j just north of the airport. 1-95 construction and
relocation of route 291 disrupted the drainage patter across these hirhvay routes
to the "slav/are and Schuykill Rivers, Tne consequence was that flooding in the
upstream areas was particularly sever because the natural drainage system had been
disrupted by the highway work and the construction of a new storm sewer system had
not even begun.

IT-*1 * " fin r>f t.VtA i-'oe'i ^-n r«-»--i+o'"-i,-Tn r\f ^oc"i .--TIC {*r\v* J-V-n-i e-4- /»-•>», <" "''.'PT* G"^ tCTTt tO bS Slit— , . .«. ,- - _ _ , , - _ _ . - ^ -~ _ — >j-- -~ - _ - ^,- ~- ~... xx— w •»/ ̂  ^ _,. . w> — *J* «1* V i^f iw* jn s ^ r ^ i V ^ X K j . J x ^ W ^ J t V \S W/v^. VJ ^J. \J

in 7-esicor.t.ial Sta^e IV, and constructed by the City of Philadelphia may show that
"iesi^n criteria nsets the standsrds developed for the One Hundred Yesr ^"'locd. oroblcm
situation. It is interesting to note, however, that the desizn concept oithe storm
S R'.JP.T' fi ".".*! i.PTTl i ^ t.O t.P. VTP .~m~ f z re> i-r^^.ar* ~. r\T n T no <; •!• m~rn oo-.r^vc- -.r'^-ar, +- V->o c- + t- .-n-> •*• e- CVCt^Ti
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is conoloted, snd drain this water north and .east _io the upper reaches of the Mingo
Creek System which is being presently re-routed to er.oty into the 3chyl!-cill ar.d Delaware
Rivers by larre storm and. sewer nains and surge basins v:hich v:ill receive the tidal
flux as well. This is in direct opnosition to the previous r.aLurai dra; na^e system
.for the Sta-je IV area.. There, is no problem 'with this designed approach if the design —
cri.ter.10n. for the stonn water system, is sufficient to take the volume- of water in the
natural, rain situation*

Current and recent flooding problems are the result of the fact that this planned
storm sewer system to be implemented by the City of Philadelphia under the coordination
of the [Redevelopment Authority of Philadelphia has not progressed beyond the very
initial stages, that is service to one portion of the apartment site at Slith and
Lindbergh Blvd.. Yet the landfill operation (the placement of over 1,000,000 cubic
yards of fill in the Stage IV and causing the complete disruption of the natural
drainage system in the Stage IV location itself and downstream) and the highway
construction have been underway for over two years.
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It may well be that the design criterion for the intended surface water storm sewer

' system is adequate to receive natural drainage volumes in the area. However, 'the
poor coordination of the development process and the highway construction in the
area has resulted in a continual flood problem in the remaining single family homes
in Starve IV and in r.uch of the landfill area, which will affect all new construction
as it is presently staged.

An adjacent drainage system the Darby Creek/Cobbs Creek watershed, drains just
north cf the Stage IV area of the Eastwick Project. The Darby Creek is subject
to oerior.ic flooding, upstrean drainage pressures spill over into both the Stage IV
planned residential areas and into portions of the impoundment area of the Tinicum
rational environmental Center, as well as portions of upper Stage II. A practice of
the Redevelopment Authority during fill operations in the Stage IV area was to drain
impounded surface water from its fill area directly into the Darby Creek. This, plus
the landfill operation which is directly upstrean of the Tinicun National Environmental
Center had the consummate effect of a great deal of discharge of surface materials into
the Darby Creek and into the Tinicum National Environmental marsh area. No errosion or
sedimentation control plan was implemented during the major portion of the fill operate
of 3ta£e IV, the consequence is that the base level of the Darby Creek drainage system
has been raised by siltatior. reducing; the capacity at oeak volumes which this water
drainage area can carry.

This aces e sec?r_d flood potential to the Stage IV residential area. Consequently,
in looking for remedies to potential future flood car. age in the Eastwick Stage IV -
area; attention must be paid to both the adequate provision of surface drainage
water systems to replace the natural systems which has been disrupted by the urban
renewal progress and to the potential flooding frorr, the north cf the Darby Creek.

Remedies should begin immediately with the implementation cf a sedimentation control.
plan for the fill ocerati:n in Stage TV and aggressive completion, of the storrr-^ water
ar.d street system throughout Stage IV to provide sons renecies to sur??ce- water collect
in the Sta^e IV area. Completion of drainage connections though Ki~c:;\v;?.y. I-yp and 291
should also be completed with the greatest care ar.d speed so that backed up water
behind these two legislative routes can be released to sorrte drainage system behind the
Philadelphia International Airort. • ,,

reet ar.d surface water drainage system for residential Stage

C e e k car.
the potentia luuding- p robem rea t ive o ary

o
area, diking or barm ing of the boundaries between the residential development and
the creek bank and the immediate stop to any upstream development in the flood plane
and finally a recommended dredging to some depth of the collected siltation materials
downstream and upstream from the Stage IV development area.

This latter recommendation should also apply to the portions of Residential Stage II,
Forrest Creek, which have been flooded by Darby Creek. Eventual development of a
Regional recreation Park along the banks of the Darby Creek can be planned to afford
some flood protections. The Redevelopment Authority should be encouraged to support
planning ar.d scheduling of this park development so as to afford the greatest opportun
ity for immediate flood protections.
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ray continue.

Sincerely,

President

fhP connletion of the Environmental Impact

" " ' ' 5'th<



r fASTWICK
Prelect

ISLAND AND LAYCOCK AVENUES
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-8825

REPRESENTING;
Blue Beti Civic Association
Clearview Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmens' Association

January 13, 1976

Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association
Penrose Park Civic Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

Mr. Samuel A. Street Jr.
Department of Housing Urban Development • . . -
Ciirtiss Building
6"cn ik Walnut. Street
Phila.jPenna. "19107

Dear Mr. Street r

The enclosed comments were prepared in response to the Easowick Project Area Committee
receipt and discussion of the draft Environmental Impact Statement of the Eastwick
Project. They are offered with the concern that the quality of life in the future
Sastwick Community is directly related to the attention of the agencies involved
(the Redevelopment Authority, Department of Housing Urban Development, Planning
Commission, City of Philadelphia, as well as the community groups representing
Easovrick Neighborhoods,) to the abatement of potential negative environmental
factors. The comments are offered, however, with the genuine interest of effect-
uating such planning and construction techniques aa may mitigate these negative
environmental factors now, in the interest of continued progress towards the completion
of the Eastwick Project.

.:.ir Pollution In Sastwiclcr
Easuwick ?AO suggests that it is within the realm of responsibility of the public
agencies involved, both State Chartered and Federal Agencies, as trustees of the
public welfare in the administration of the Eastwick Project to take adequate steos
_- - . 1|-1^ :r c ~ ~ ~ "-* e. ^~ 4- '•*• — "f" ^a/i^**c*] Q ^ ^ ^ A **•***$ ^ .-* A n ^ <-*^ -v» ^ » s T n - - - t * « v * «j.« — «j,-^,,j.~ — ̂ *,« — ̂ -^ -' ~- T~^j\j _>C e.:oo —_ c_v o..ci it - cUC- 0.A.) O LIU wS, u^iiu. l.w^.tij_ c.±± jjOj.j.uoj-O.1 o UC....UCXL uo ai c iiiu u -Lii one

"ĵ s'owick Development. This requires a genuine effort to substantiate, by testing,
t.h.3 quality of air in the project area; it also requires a regional effort to remedy
u'r.e noxious impact of development areas adjacent to ohe project area. It may be
t.rue u.'a-o air pollution from traffic, airport, and industrial sources outside the
project area are not the result of renewal activities, but the public agencies
involved in Sastwick Development still must be held responsibile for good land use
plarinirig in this local environment, whatever, it may be. Development should not
pi'oceeci until this can be assured. \ The absence of State and Federal Regional land
use criteria is apparent in the Eastwick Case.

JAN211976
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i-:oise Levels In Eastwickr

Examination of land use development plans for those sections within the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Area which are clearly in zones of unacceptable noise levels due to
street traffic shows that residential development is intended in three sections:
nearly the entire Residential Stage IV; the easterly portion of Upper Stage II which
borders Siit'.i Street, north of . Lindbergh Blvd; and the 7200 and 7300 blocks of
Lincbergh Blvd., in Stage I, opposite the G. E. Power Lab; where noise levels are
like jy to be unacceptable.

Effective remedy for noise impacting units constructed in these sectors should be
mandatory. Attention to the provision of spatial buffer zones between noise generat-
ing traffic thorofares and residential development should be required, as this is
the single most effective remedy, and can be accomplished simply by land use plan-
ning changes. Additional attention should be given to the orientation of structures
relative to noise- sources, as well as to the requirement of any structural remedies
which migjtfi prove effective, though related costs will surely be passed on to the
future ttbmeowner.

Wit/* respect to Stage IV specifically, traffic volumes on Xario Lanza Blvd., and
v:indoergn Blvd. have been estimated at the following levels:

West of 8Uth St. 2CO daily trips in either direction

Sast of Slith Street on Kario Lansa Blvd., 600 daily
trips in either direction.

These traffic volumes, when considered as noise generators, suggest the, possible
re-plannirig of the preliminary plat for Sastwick Stage IV, particularly along the
traffic corridors Lindbergh Blvd., and Mario Lanza Blvd., with specific attention
to orientention of structures along these street frontages.

As experienced by the Eastwick Community throughout the last several years, noise
generated by urban renewal activities are directly related to the Redevelopment
.vathority Site Improvement activity rather than from the development activities
of the redevelopers. The Redevelopment Authority of Philadelphiahas been conspicuous
in i^s disregard for the noise and air pollution impact of its activities upon the
existing Sastwick Community. Grade and fill contractors have been permitted to operate
on 21+ hour schedules using access routes which- pass directly through residential
neighborhoods, even when alternate routes were available. It is doubtful that even
•one Department of H. U, D. will have significant success in altering these abusive
practices.

"-."a tor Pollution In Eastwickr

Ir* addition to pollution sources mentioned in the E. I. S. draft (erosion and
sllta^ion, septic systems, and Heller's Dump) it should be noted that storm sewers
l:~ "Joper Stage II development area have been designed to empty into Darby Creek
under extreme volume, conditions,, These sewers are also connected to the sanitary
sewer system though a series of boxdrains with overlow pipes joined to the storm
oiwers* Under peak storm conditions, raw sewage is mixed with storm sewer volumes
end dumped directly into Darby Creek. The condition exists in the 7500 block of
V/heelsr Street and former Grays Ave.. Nothing is planned to correct this situation.
Portions ̂ J -ohis sewer construction were financed as the required local share of
financial supports of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Project.



The impact of soil erosion and sedimentation from Redevelopment Authority fill and
grade operation in Upper Stage II and, moro important, in S^age IV can be quantified
to some extent by evaluation of the operation of tidal marshes flood p;ate apparatus
ana channel levels in the Tinicum National Environmental Center downstream of the
Eastwick Project Area. Staff of the Tinicum National Environmental Center estimates
that the aforementioned flood gates have been silted in by over four feet of sediment,
a significant portion of which has apparently occurred since 1969 when the gates were
last operational* This date coincides with the increased fill and the grade operations
of the Redevelopment Authority in Eastwick Stage IV.

An additonal and related source of soil erosion and sedimentation is the current
covering of the former Clearview Landfill. By a Commonwealth Court Order, the
Redevelopment Authority of Philadelphia is a participant in this earth moving
operation on the edge of Darby Creek, up stream of the Tinicum refuge area. This
operation is an Eastwick Area related activity, and its impacts on the environment
should be evaluated, if not mitigated.

With respect to remaining septic systems as a source of water pollution, it is
suggested that the draft E. I. S. understates the dimension of the problem, and
mis-states the case for remedy. A significant number of remaining condemned
properties, as well as several potential deedback properties and properties excluded
from condemnation are not served by city sewers.

Because the construction of new sewers in Eastwick is scheduled by the Redevelopment
Authority according to the redevelopers strategy for development, it is unlikely that
these properties in Stage III and Stage IV will be served by city sewers in the near
future. The Redevelopment Authority itself has received violation notices regarding
Authority owned properties which were not hooked into city sewers even when they were
available. The Redevelopment Authority should be encouraged to amend its practice of
scheduling sewer construction to accommodate only new construction, and should provide
city sewers service to existing, excluded neighborhoods immediately.

flooding:

l"r* the absence of recent data establishing the parameters of the One Hundred Year Flood
Plain since the extensive1 landfilling of the Eastwick Area, suggested protections may
be based upon speculations.

He-establishment of the parameters of the Flood Plain based on current data is the only
logical fashion by which the actual potential flood problems of the Eastwick Project may
be determined and is also the only basis upon which remedies either by Land Use Planning
or construction may be responsibly recommended.

The draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Eastwick Project inadequately discusses
flooding from a problematic standpoint. That is to say, in addition to the fact that the
Data Base for the operations of the Flood Plain during and after the Redevelopment Authority
activities has not been documented in the E, I. S., current flooding problems have also
oeen understated. The following discussion intends to outline flooding problems as
experienced by the Eastwick Community, and according to generating circumstances.

oi-ce improvements, such as landfill, paving, curbs, and sidewalks in Eastwick are
scheduled by the Redevelopment Authority and completed to meet with the development
schedule of the New Eastwick Corporation. Site improvements will be scheduled to
follow a scheme of development sequence in Residential Stage IV which will proceed
southwest along Lindbergh ̂ Ivd., and south on 8Uth St. through the year 1979. This
is important when"considering the effective usage of the new storm sewer which will
be developed with the city street pattern and become effective only after its completion.
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This low lying ~ea was previously drained by several natural stream systems, .some
of which x/ere o,.'f shoots of the Darby Creek, It was also drained by Darby Creek
and the Mingo Creek System which eventually found its way north, south and east
to the Schuylkill River and eventually to the Delaware ^iver. Furthermore, portions
of the Stage IV area which were low-lying were also drained by a "canal" system which
i;as a series of closed culverts, opened ditches, and some large concrete drainage
ways which periodically flooded according to the tidal schedules, but also served
to drain water directly into the Mingo Creek System.

With the initiation of the redevelopment activities of the land use was changed
and replanned for residential and commercial development in accordance with this
plan, the first step was the scheduling of 1,500,000 cubic yards of landfill.
This landfill operation began in 1968 and continued through to the present time.
The landfill operation is just about three quarters of the way completed. The
city grade under the redevelopment plan can be considered to be re-established
above the natural terrain .beforethe redevelopment program began.

Concurrent with this landfill operation, several highway construction .jobs began
south and west, or downstream,- of the natural floodplane system which used to drain
under legislative Highway 291, just north of the airport. 1-95 construction and
relocation of route 291 disrupted the drainage patter across these highway routes
-co the Delaware and Schuykill Rivers. The consequence was that flooding in the
upstream areas was particularly sever because the natural drainage system had been
disrupted by the highway work and the construction of a new storm sewer system had
not even begun,

Evaluation of the design criterion of designs for the storm sewer system- to be put
in Residential Stage IV, and constructed by the City of Philadelphia may show that
design criteria meets the standards developed for the One Hundred Year Flood problem
situation. It is interesting to note, however, that the design concept ofthe st-orr.
sower system is to take surface water into the storm sewers when the streets system
is completed, and drain this water north and east to the upper reaches of the Xingo
Creek System which is being presently re-routed-to empty into the Schylkill and Delaware
Rivers by large storm and sewer mains and surge basins which will receive the tidal
flux as well. This is in direct opposition to the previous natural drainage system
for the Stage IV area. There is no problem with this designed approach if the design
criterion for the storm water system is sufficient to take the volume of water in the
natural rain situation.

Current and recent flooding problems are the result of the fact that this planned
storm sewer system to be implemented by the City of Philadelphia under the coordination
01 tne redevelopment Authority of Philadelphia has not -progressed beyond the very
initial stages, that is service to one portion of the apartment site at 8i;th and
Lindbergh Blvd.. Yet the landfill operation (the placement of over 1,000,000 cubic
yards of fill in the Stage IV and causing the complete disruption of the natural
drainage system in the Stage IV location itself and downstream) and the highway
construction have been underway for over two years.
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It may well be that the design criterion for the intended surface water storm sewer
system is adequate to receive natural drainage volumes in the area. However, the
poor coordination of the development process and the highway construction in the
area has resulted in a continual flood problem in the.remaining single family homes
in Stage IV and in much of the landfill area, which will affect all new construction
as it is presently staged.

An adjacent drainage system the Darby Creek/Cobbs Creek watershed, drains just
north of the Stage IV area of the Eastwick Project. The Darby Creek is subject
to periodic flooding, upstream drainage pressures spill over into both the Stage IV
planned residential areas and into portions of the impoundment area of the Tinicum
National Environmental Center, as well as portions of Upper Stage II. A practice of
the Redevelopment Authority during fill operations in the Stage IV area was to drain
impounded surface water from its fill area directly into the Darby Creek. This>plus
the landfill operation which is directly upstream of the Tinicum National Environmental
Center had the consummate effect of a great deal of discharge of surface materials into
the Darby Creek and into the Tinicum National Environmental marsh area. No erros ion or
sedimentation control plan was implemented during the major portion of the fill operation
of Stage IV, the consequence is that the base level of the Darby Creek drainage system
has been raised by siltation reducing the capacity'at peak volumes which this water
drainage area can carry.

This adds a second flood potential to the Stage IV residential area. Consequently,
in looking for remedies to potential future flood damage in the Sastwick Stage IV
area; attention must be paid to both the adequate provision of surface drainage
water systems to replace the natural systems which has been disrupted by the urban
renewal progress and to the potential flooding from the north of the Darby Creek.

Remedies should begin immediately with the implementation of a sedimentation control
plan for the fill operation in Stage IV and aggressive completion of the storm, water
and street system throughout Stage IV to provide' some """remedies to surface water, collected
in the Sta^e IV area. Completion of drainage connections- through Highway I-9E> and 291
should also be completed with the greatest care and speed so that backed up water
behind these two legislative routes can be released to some drainage system behind the
Philadelphia International Airport.

Until such time as the street and surface water drainage system for residential Stage
IV can be completed. Remedies for the potential flooding problem relative to Darby
Creek can be effectuated by some kind of sedimentation control., plan in the fill
area, ciking or berming of the "boundaries between the residential development and
wie creek bank and the immediate stop to any upstream, development in the flood plane
er.c. finally a recommended dredging to some depth of the collected siltation materials
c.owTistream and upstream from the Stage IV development area.

This latter recommendation should also apply to the portions of Residential Stage II,
?orrest Creek, which have been flooded by Darby Creek. Eventual development of a
Regional recreation Park along the banks of the Darby Creek can be planned to afford
dome flood'protections. The Redevelopment Authority should be encouraged to support
planning and scheduling of this park development so as to afford the greatest opportun-
ity for immediate flood protections.



We hope these remarks are useful in the completion of the Environmental Impact
Sta'cemen-c for the Eastwick Project. We suggest, again, that the comments are
offered for the record with the intention of encouraging timel resolution of
the potential environmental problems of the Eastwick Project 50 that progress
may continue.

Sincerely",

/tl
'hr;,s Regirid Eichinger
President



April 9, 1973

Department of Environmental Resources
1875 New Hope Street
Norristown, Pa., 19401

Attn: Mr. Wayne Lynn

Dear Sir:

At our Philadelphia manufacturing location we produce roofing products.
Materials used in our process are all recycled - waste paper, waste
wood, asphalt, etc. Due to the nature of these materials our process
generates large amounts of scrap materials, none of which is recover-
able. Recycled materials do not lend themselves to precision process
control, thereby creating the waste situation we have at Philadelphia
and, in fact, in our industry.

We have recently been advised by Mr. E. P. Mullen of Folcroft Landfill
Corporation, that we can no longer dump our Plant's waste material at
the Folcroft Landfill Corporation dump located on Calcon Hook Road,
Folcroft, Pa., in view of the fact that the dump site has recently been
temporarily closed by your office. The Celotex Corporation and the
preceding company, Barrett Roofing, have been dumping waste at the
Folcroft site for at least 20 years.

The closing of Folcroft has, and is, creating a very severe problem at
our Philadelphia plant located at 3600 Grays Ferry Avenue. We are
generating approximately 1-1/2 million pounds of waste per week. We
were operating, up to the time the dump was closed, company-owned trucks
with which the waste material was being transported to the Folcroft
dump.

Because of the commodity type products we produce, it is extremely im-
portant that we control the quality of the products that reach the
market. It is necessary that no materials that are sent to a dump site
find their way back into the market and compete with our first grade
materials. We have had this happen at other of our manufacturing loca-
tions where the market was severely disturbed. We have since found
that it is necessary to work with a controlled dump site in order for us
to maintain our position in the industry. At this time we do not have
an alternate dump site that allows us to have the control required.

THE CELOTEX CORPORATION ODD SUBSIDIARY OF J IM WALTER CORPORATION
PHILADELPHIA PLANT D 3600 GRAYS FERRY AVENUE Q PHILADELPHIA. PA. 19146



In view of the above outlined conditions and circumstances, we request
that a special grace period be granted to Folcroft Landfill Corporation
effective Immediately, In which Celotex would be permitted to dump
Celotex waste at the Folcroft dump until the differences which lead to
the closing of the dump are resolved.

Tour positive considerations and actions are, hereby, earnestly
solicited.

Very truly yours,

CORPORATION
/

F. P. BOLAND
Plant Manager

FPB:il
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A Talk With Edward Heller

'I Operate the Gold Mine
Upper Darby Didn't Buy'

By ROWLAND T. HORIARTV
Of Tht Bulletin Staff

Edward I. Heller lit a man-sized 40-cent
perf ecto, took a contented puff and said: '

"What a difference a day makes.
"You take 18 months ago. Remember?

They- were .beating my brains out. I got
canned from In/ $15,000-*-year Job as Up-
per Derby's head trash man. They were
trying to crucify me.

"Man, I was hounded, harassed and
probed. Investigators were making all kinds
of ' Investigations. '
Grand juries were
around every corner. :

"Professional op-
portunists-of all sorts
—political and other-
wise—were off and
running for Eddie
Heller's scalp. ' •

"The scandalmon-
gers and gossip-bab-
blers hooked up with
them. They tried to
set me iip for a poll*-,
tfcal lynching party.
They wanted to get
Sam Dickey through
me." (Dickey Is Re-
publican leader of Upper Darby.)

Heller flicked some ash off his cigar and
continued.
Family Involved

"That was bad enough. What hurt most
was when It got personal and hit my fam-
ily. Some folks stopped talking to us. My
daughter withdrew from college for a time
because the gossip was so vicious. It wasn't
nice for my son who was being married at
the time.

"AH abuse for what? Because I was try-
Ing to five Upper Darby the best bargain
It ever got In anything.

"I wanted to sell the township some of
the choicest trash-dumping acreage to be
found around these parts.

"So they tried to crucify me for giving
my own township a bargain. They dumped
Eddie Heller In the trash can."

Sitting In his office af the Oearvlev*
Land Development Co. In Darby Township,
near 83d st. and Bulst av., Heller wore a
wide grin as he fingered the contract.he
recently signed with Upper Darby Town*
ship.
'79,000-o-yew Contract

The,contract calls for Upper Darby to'
pay him 179,000 a year for the privilege of
dumping Its trash on his sit*.

A year'and • half ago' Heller tried to
sell the township most of the site f6r $1.6
million to be paid for in. 40 yearly rental
payments of $40,000 each, after which the
township would own the site.

"I said It was t bargain deal at the

time, and time has proved me right," said
Heller. "I am vindicated. Sam Dickey and
all the other, responsible citizens of Upper
Darby who saw it was a bargain are vindi-
cated.""

Heller ordered a round of sarsparfllas.
"I am operating the gold mine I want--

ed Upper Darby to buy," he said.
"I got contracts with 22 municipalities,-

firms like Pennsylvania Railroad and'
Philadelphia Electric. The Marine Corps1

dumps here.'.
Best Deal Gets the Trade

"This Is a competitive business. You,
have to give them the best deal to get the
trade.

"I can gross up to $400,000 a year here;
Upper Darby could be using this as a dump-
ing site and pocketing a tidy revenue sum.,
in addition, by letting other 'communities,/
firms and Individuals dump here..

"Upper Darby is paying me $79,000 a'
year. If they go Into that Delaware County
Incinerator Authority setup, it may cost''
them $250,000 a year.

"Yet the $1.6 million deal was called a
scandal and a bad deal.

"Not one of those critics used plain
grammar school division—40 Into $1.6 mil-,
lion comes to $40,000 a year and the town-'
ship owns the ground. For $1.9 million It
would'have had the ground and an Inciner-
ator.
No White-Collar Job

"That ere-* that opposed yie' deal didn't'"
come up with one constructive suggestion,
or a better deal for the township."

Heller says the trash-collecting business"
Isn't a white-collar business, and he looked:
it. He wore a perspiration-drenched, dust-' >
begrimed undershirt, and dust covered his
trousers, red socks and black shoes.

He's a round man of 215 pounds on a
five-foot-seven-inch frame. He's been In the
trash-collecting business since 1934. '

"It was the depression. I • couldn't get _
any kind of a job," he recalled.

He proudly opened the current Issue of.,
the Refuse Removal Journal, a trad* Jour-^
nal of his Industry. ''Heller Gets Another
Contract" was the headline on an Item.

"This Is a billion-dollar business," Mid
Heller. "Few people realize It.
'We Won the Pennant* '.

"It took 18 months, but we won the pen- ,
nant. I said pennant W« didn't win th«"'
series. We won the pennant."

Everything, said Heller, has turned out
all right.

"Folks who stopped speaking to mt
have apologized, .and we are the best of '
friends again. My daughter went back and :

graduated from college. My son is married /
happily."

He flicked some ash off his perfecto-
"Yer, sir," he said, "what a difference,

a day makes." ' .
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II. SCOPE AND BACKGROUND

A. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A.1 Site Description and History

The Tinicum Marsh is located in the Delaware River floodplain in Delaware
County along the Darby Creek (Figure II-l). It is the largest freshwater
tidal marsh in Pennsylvania. Over the years, urbanization and industrializa-
tion of the Philadelphia area have depleted the tidal marsh, which originally
encompassed about 5,700 acres. At this time there are approximately 350 acres
of tidal marsh remaining. They are located within the Tinicum National
Environmental Center (TNEC), a 1,200 acre National Wildlife Refuge Area
administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The TNEC is located near the confluence of Darby Creek and the Delaware

River. It was established by Congress in 1972 to preserve diverse fish and
wildlife habitat for natural and educational purposes. Areas surrounding the
TNEC are highly urbanized and include an airport, and industrial, residential

and commercial areas. This proximity of the TNEC to the urban Philadelphia
area enhances its value as an educational model which illustrates the func-
tions and benefits of a freshwater tidal marsh. Over 43,000 people visited

the Center in 1987 to engage in hiking, bicycling, canoeing, fishing, bird

watching, nature photography, environmental education, and other

outdoor-related activities.

There are two closed landfills within the TNEC: the Folcroft Landfill

and the Folcroft Landfill Annex (referred to hereafter as the Folcroft Annex).
A third closed landfill, the Clearview Landfill, is adjacent to the northern

corner of the TNEC. The boundaries and approximate sizes of the landfills are
presented in Figure II-l. Allegations of hazardous waste dumping and the

possible health risks associated with closed landfills in public areas have
prompted several environmental investigations at the TNEC.

II-l



Folcroft Landfill is bordered by Darby Creek and Thoroughfare Creek on

the east, Hennesprota Creek on the west, and the closed Delaware County

Incinerator and Delaware County Sewage Treatment plant on the north. Accord-
ing to a report entitled "An Investigation of Potential Hazards at the Tinicum
National Environmental Center", the landfill officially opened in 1959, but

historical photographs indicate dumping began as early as 1953 (USEPA and
USFWS, 1986). By 1958, the landfil-1 covered about 2 acres of marsh area.
Dumping continued until 46 acres of wetlands were filled, and the landfill
directly abutted Darby Creek, Thoroughfare Creek, and Hermesprota Creek.

Sixteen acres of wetlands were also filled in an area directly west of
Folcroft Landfill known as the Folcroft Annex. The sites operated under DER
Solid Waste Permit Number 10053 and were permitted to accept municipal,

demolition, and hospital wastes. PA DER inspection reports indicate that the
landfill was not used solely for municipal dumping. For example, wastes were
reportedly received from the Philadelphia Navy Yard, Boeing Vertol, American
Viscose, and the neighboring incinerator. In 1973, the landfill was closed
for permit violations and improper management. Closure operations began in
1974 with orders to regrade the landfill, eliminate the excessively steep
slopes, eliminate fires, and cover refuse with fill. Cover was allegedly
obtained from dredge spoils, 1-95 construction sites, and a construction site

at the SunOil Co, refinery in Marcus Hook.

Prior to this study, four field sampling programs were conducted in the
1980's at the TNEC site. On October 29, 1980, a site inspection of the
Folcroft Landfill was conducted for EPA by Ecology and Environment, Inc.
Field observers noted smoke emanating from an underground fire and one major

leachate flow with brown stained residue along Hermesprota, Darby and
Thoroughfare Creeks. A total of 12 environmental samples were collected (one

leachate, four soil, and seven water) and analyzed for metals, organic
compounds, and pesticides. In July 1983, a fire occurred at the Folcroft
Annex. At that time several drums were uncovered. Eight samples were taken

from the drums and classified in terms of pH, flammability, reactivity,
corrosivity, and pesticide content. Two drum samples were also screened for
metal content (As, Ba, Cd, Cr, Pb, Hg, Se, and Ag) . Soil, sediment, water,
and air sample.? were also taken and screened for 44 contaminants. In

September 1983, EPA collected four sediment samples and five surface water

II-3



samples at the Folcroft Landfill. These were analyzed for priority pol-

lutants. A fourth investigation was made in February 1986 when the EPA

Environmental Services Division collected and analyzed four samples of
leachate and surface water from the Folcroft Landfill area to screen for
aquatic toxicity.

Sampling results from the October, 1980, July, 1983, September, 1983, and
February, 1986 investigations at the Folcroft Landfill and Folcroft Annex were
summarized by the TNEC Investigation Report (USEPA and USFWS, 1986). Lack of
quality control in the 1980 and 1983 studies rendered most of the inorganic,
pesticide and organic sample data unacceptable and unreliable. However, the
following were identified in the leachate samples: methylene chloride, vinyl
chloride, chloroethane, and chlorobenzene. Cyanide, lead, and cadmium were
present in runoff water samples. Numerous toxic metals were present in ponded
water at the Folcroft Landfill. Results from the February, 1986 toxicity
screening were characterized as follows: Folcroft Landfill leachate -
moderate to high toxicity, Folcroft Annex leachate - moderate toxicity, Darby
Creek - no toxicity, and Hermesprota Creek - no toxicity.

Clearview Landfill is located approximately 1 mile northeast of Tinicura,
adjacent to Cobbs and Darby Creeks. According to the TNEC Investigation
Report (USEPA and USFWS, 1986), the 16.5 acre wetland site was filled in the
late 1950's. The municipal waste landfill closed in 1973. In 1984 and 1985,

EPA performed site inspections to determine whether the site would qualify for
remediation under the Superfund program. Sampling of the leachate sediment
indicated the presence of'a number of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons,
metals, and PCB's. Iron, chromium, barium and vanadium were the metals

present at the highest levels. Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, including
fluoranthene, pyrene, and phenanthrene, were detected both on-site and in the
leachate sediment. The level of contamination and potential for human
exposure at Clearview were not high enough to rank the site on the National
Priorities List.

II-4
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3n tl|E (Court of (Emnmmi fleaa of f tjlloielpljia

SMALLS, ET AL
V.

KORMAN CORP., ET AL

JANUARY TERM. 19 8JL

NO. 781

Records lUpraductfon frubpoena

TO: CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS OF:
ITE CIRCUIT BREAKER
C/0 S.P.D. TECHNOLOGY
13500 ROOSEVELT BLVD.
PHI LA., PA. 19116

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1987YOU ARE REQUESTED TO PRODUCE ON OR BEFORE _
THEFOLLOWING: ANY AND ALL RECORDS OF TRANSACTION WITH THE
CLEARVIEW LANDFILL AND/OR CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC.

DO NOT PRODUCE THE RECORDS BY ANY MANNER STRICKEN BELOW BECAUSE ONE OR MORE
PARTIES HAVE OBJECTED TO THAT FORM OF PRODUCTION. YOU SHOULD PRODUCE THESE BY:

A.

B.

C.

D.

MAILING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES,
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA, WHERE THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.

PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE FOR
REPRODUCTION AT RECORD COPY SERVICES, FOUR PENN
CENTER PLAZA, AFTER WHICH THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
RETURNED TO YOU.

BRINGING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES,
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA, WHERE THEY WILL BE COPIED AT
THAT LOCATION AND RETURNED TO YOU. DO NOT MAIL THE
ORIGINAL RECORDS.

PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE, WHERE
THE ORIGINALS WILL BE COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.
DO NOT MAIL THE ORIGINAL RECORDS.

REQUESTING ATTORNEY/S:

MARK CUKER, ESQUIRE
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

DATE: 10/2/87

INQUIRIES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO:

RECORD COPY SERVICES
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA
215-241-5858
BY: 72L

PI-684



in tlje (Court of dmnmmt flea* of <Emmf0

SMALLS, ET AL
V.

KORMAN CORP., ET AL

JANUARY .TERM, 19 86

NO. 781

lUcorda Rrpro&uctfcm fruhpoena

TO: CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS OF:
GENERAL ELECTRIC
6901 ELMWOOD AVE.
PHILA., PA. 19142

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1987
YOU ARE REQUESTED TO PRODUCE ON OR BEFORE ___________-——————————————————
THE FOLLOWING: ANY AND ALL RECQRDS OF TRANSACTION WITH THE
CLEARVIEW LANDFILL AND/OR CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC.

DO NOT PRODUCE THE RECORDS BY ANY MANNER STRICKEN BELOW BECAUSE ONE OR MORE
PARTIES HAVE OBJECTED TO THAT FORM OF PRODUCTION. YOU SHOULD PRODUCE THESE BY:

A. MAILING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES,
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA. WHERE THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.

B. PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE FOR
REPRODUCTION AT RECORD COPY SERVICES. FOUR PENN
CENTER PLAZA, AFTER WHICH THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
RETURNED TO YOU.

C. BRINGING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES,
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA, WHERE THEY WILL BE COPIED AT
THAT LOCATION AND RETURNED TO YOU. DO NOT MAIL THE
ORIGINAL RECORDS.

O. PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE, WHERE
THE ORIGINALS WILL BE COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.
DO NOT MAIL THE ORIGINAL RECORDS.

REQUESTING ATTORNEY/S:

MARK CUKER, ESQUIRE
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

•DATE: 10/2/87

INQUIRIES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO:

RECORD COPY SERVICES
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA
215-241-5858

P1-684
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SMALLS, ET AL

V.
KORMAN CORP,, ET AL

JANUARY .TERM, 19

NO. 781

Heprofcucttmt Subpoena

TO: CUSTODIAN OF RECORDS OF:
HENKLES 6 MCCOY
JOLLY RD.
BLUE BELL, PA. W22

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 1987YOU ARE REQUESTED TO PRODUCE ON OR BEFORE _
THE FOLLOWING: ANY AND ALL RECORDS OF TRANSACTION WITH THE
CLEARVIEW LANDFILL AND/OR CITYWIDE SERVICES, INC.

DO NOT PRODUCE THE RECORDS BY ANY MANNER STRICKEN BELOW BECAUSE ONE OR MORE
PARTIES HAVE OBJECTED TO THAT FORM OF PRODUCTION. YOU SHOULD PRODUCE THESE BY:

A. MAILING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES.
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA, WHERE THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.

B. PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE FOR
REPRODUCTION AT RECORD COPY SERVICES, FOUR PENN
CENTER PLAZA. AFTER WHICH THE ORIGINALS WILL BE
RETURNED TO YOU.

C. BRINGING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS TO RECORD COPY SERVICES,
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA, WHERE THEY WILL BE COPIED AT
THAT LOCATION AND RETURNED TO YOU. DO NOT MAIL THE
ORIGINAL RECORDS.

D. PRODUCING THE ORIGINAL RECORDS AT YOUR OFFICE, WHERE
THE ORIGINALS WILL BE COPIED AND RETURNED TO YOU.
DO NOT MAIL THE ORIGINAL RECORDS.

REQUESTING ATTORNEY/S:

MARK CUKER, ESQUIRE
ATTORNEY FOR PLAINTIFF

DATE: 1 0 / 2 / 8 7

INQUIRIES SHOULD BE ADDRESSED TO:

RECORD COPY SERVICES
FOUR PENN CENTER PLAZA
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA
215-241-5858

BY:

P1-884
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QEfj.fe 3uiJenture, MADE the
day of

-**2.
year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred

(1969 j Bcttocenand SIXTH - NINE
REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

a.corporation organized and existingunder; ihelaws of the ••••••_ COMMONWEALTH : :_

PENNSYLVANIA / \ ; - ' - • ; • ; ' . • • • . ' , . ' ' - . ''':.^''&^i!%^' : . - • . - , ' : " - " . ' • " - ' . - ' . . ' ; : .
of t.he flrat part (grantor ),and^THE^ciT^O£\PHILADELPHIA, of the second part (grantee);

of

accruing

That the said grantor ' , :• REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE CiTY CF
• f ' • ' ' , - . - . - -

PHILADELPHIA " - ". v • /: :

for and in consideration aa well of the advantage to it

as i'or divers other considerations affecting the public which it
seeks to advance has gran ted bargained sold aliened enfeoffcd released and confirmed and by these
presents does grant bargain sell alien enfeoff release and confirm
unto the said THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, its successors and assigns. All

certain lot - or piece of ground in
/ in the iOth Ward of thti City of fhi lac elphi a, described as follows:

BEGINNING at the point of intersection oft:.-: :ur.;-t he.-isterly sice cf Eighty-fourth
-Street (2C01 wide) *ith the nortbvesterly s j rfe of rh'-L.-.-yr.*:e avenue (lO'j 'W); Uience e?ctenc
ing M.5?°19l42l>W.i- along the northeasterly side cf s:iid -:if.ht.y-fourth Street the distance
of-528.493' to a ro:int in The rhilAdelphia-Delav.^ir" County Line, -- i thin the lines cf The
Harby Creek; thence extending N.21O55I20"E., along t r*e sa:id 'i-hiLT.delr.ihia-lMlava.r'i f'ounty
Line, the distance of 8.AB11 to an angle point; thcr.. •; extyruiinr K.L2°5-L '^V n - ' ' . , along the
r'hilarielphia-7>*'l;iv;::r*' County Line, within the linos .-.:" • ht: L-arb.- Creek, the distance of
197.1.1!I1 ts>. ;oinr. of 5ntersection with thft souLheast-:rly :-,ir;e of • ack-^ns"Avenue (5^' '0
j'TOduced; thence *:;ctor;cing N.3°°4Ct18"^.t iiit>n,2 the said southeasterly nice of Dickens
Avenue the distance of 2110.973' to a point on the ri-.r'.hwisterly si.fie of Eightieth 'Ktroei
(7C'V.(); thence ext-encir.g M.5';°19*W'rt',i along th*.- northeasterly side of :--.-iic Mghtieth
Street the diatanca of 750' to ^-c-cint of inters-.:t: en with the southeasterly x*j" cf Al-
pha Avenue (50'W); ttence extemiin/: N.36°uO'-16"?., .lon^ the r-uuLheaaterly aids of Alpha
».veru;-..- the diai.^ac-i ;>f ̂ 55' ^or» or less to :i point .f intersection wit.-, t.hu scutrerly

_;-_^.ide cf Cobbs Cree*:; .t,h»f.ncr_.eiteriding east-,-ara.Ay,..Hni - nor thwaruly along.. _Le..-sout hoas-.ttr j.y
side cf Cobbs Cr<-;«>- • h?. T!'!: tnnce .c:' 76C' niore or leps tc a roir.t ni' 'Interr-c-ction vitr tr.c

.-™.-_jiort.he.T,c:.terly lir«- r-vf ;>svttnty-eir.hth Street rro-?;L<--- • - . ; :,titnc** <=. tencir.r, ,:. S::0!^1 Ls"'^.,
--.Icn;: t-.e sa.-e, r.hc d LJ t; \c f f *.f 25v' ~;ore or Insr: t -- roint, .-: intersect: on vitr. -r;h'v
norths-i-st^riy si'Ue uf ,-jf -.nty— -j ,-rth Street '(1C?1 ); t--pnCP e:-:t-ndinp .- .36r:4-..-' 18'|:.-. -, -i.c:-
the northwesterly sirie of Seventy-eighth Street the citt,-ince c,;' - f j * ' 1 ' tc. .:i r.x-i:ii : ; . - ; • : ; . -

..^xterwl nr N.~yiC ' ' lis.tr+*, tht di.:.tanc& c.f /,C' to «"i t,'-int: '..hence exten^u :»• . ;• ' • ' • - . . -1 ! : • ' " . . . ,
-"•rosrirj: the port K;esteri.v --zcie of liaturn rl'sce th-- r. -Irt-^n- e of t.27l r~" ~- poinr.; -:h?-r.ce
nxten ;un*5 . . 5.:- ' 19'i.i1'."., = ' r .^ 5'1 r., - the southwestPriy r.'ides of .^iturn rl£i".ii ane. VL-HU:. i ' l ' . f r t
the oii: tance of /i-*A.' to a ; -, r i i : '.hence extend n-: S . '^'j^iiC•' lE'r-.., crossinr th-= line of
f-'ars : lice the ri« t^nce-of 4.3S.-".' ' to i :x?lr.i.; :.-;>*--.-.• - • - . e n d i n g ". .;.; "'I.-Ti .2' i : ., t h - - '-.*;_-

- tance of 9G' to .1 poir.t un tho r.-.rth.verteriy sic.: ;.f V^irc ?L\ce 15C1"
..• ..;'j°-C' 18"V.:., -»ior," ^h^ northwesterly side of r'ar:.- '.-Vifte the r.i:'ta:ir-
' h-'-nc'- exte.icirj; ". r.,'^-!1/' /^"'.i'., .-.- c:'r tar-re of - X " ' ; . .--. rA-ir.t: ' ^ ; - r ~
-iS"'.-/., r:rc-v.f ;•'..- fr< r-jrtir.v-ster'.;.• sice of : nr_elc : I'-.r-
:xiint: thrr.-e --r-'t-frr.:*;: "• ::.'- 1"il(*1i.r"T- .. th-" 'i1:- ••;::•'-•• .r

'̂ -^Ki -r t.r-Tl.- •'"-*'" ''-' ;•



D

to ~- -xiin: ; '-rf.nce •i/.terri: r.? . . Vi" 1"-' .'̂ "". , J-.r.-r c ' r - t a r . c - j r>\ I / . - . 1 '.o a
, • ' . • :~!C2 . extend H£ :i.3t>°^'-- ' "-^''.' . , trsf- distance t;f iio* to "i loir.:,; ;,r-jnce f-.
S.f.^i^'i.^-1'"--., the cusVtr.c--- of Si* t.o ,1 point, .in the nortlrweat/r.C''. ^i'-6 cl" 3uist
^v»nue (v-iriible 'xic€h-): •.r.pnce"«xt"*::vi.frv:1 H.^-^'TrC1 i3"W. t ilon/; tnv northwesterly "
line cf iMist .'-.ven'ie th*:- dist-ir.cR a!' ICO' -to a point; thence e;-.: -;nd;. -•;• .- .^ i0!*?' ^-'.'T..
along thft'^cuthxcst-rly lin--: of riuist Avenue Lh^ dir.tar.ce of I'.;1 t-- i p o i n t ; \h^r .C '
^•xterxiin.7 S.3=QVC' i%Xf.f :,h-.- - - lUtance a:' TjP.lVS' Lc 3 rrir.-; tVnce .-xtcn-.:lnr

"S l53c 19 f":,a"r:., the distance or 157.5C' to a"poiT,; '-.h. nf:/ »y-«c:vi:r.;; : .3^°-'.G' 1-"'.-:: ,
the distance r.f_H7.3C2 f tc a point: thence -cxtendini; S.-; ; JI9'^2"- . , th- -J.i3t..i«ce
o£_-5?' -" ID a co int. on th-* northvosterly si'cie of CheV^ncie -'.vi-mr: •,' 1C}|:-'; ; t-h-.-r.ce ex-
tending SOi-A'tG* 13 ''«'., along cr.R nbrtb/esleriy side of Chvivo-rv:* ,.vr--^*i, *,l:o dist.-ir.
of l'.-9' to th-; first motioned point and place cf beginning.

'•:-• ; -:T-'3EINS an, area reserved for municipal 'purposes bbimdctd" by Sifhty-fourth S
Darby Creek, southeast side of- Dickens ivenue, horthenit side of £i£nr,iet,h
southeast side of Alpha Avenue-, Cobbs,. Creek j.:. northeast side oi' fomer Seventy-eighth
^trset; nortb:eg-t side oi" r eve nty- eighth Street, an -irroc; :lar propftrty line ?jscated
northwest o? Saturn Placs, scuthweat of -.c a turn Place &n>.i Ver.u? rls.ce northvt^t of
M^rs rlricej Angclo rlace ^.n-: Ihjist 1. venue, soutrr*-est of virhty-" h.ir.: Street, and
northwest of Chelvvnde ..v-.-n'.;e to Sirht-v-fourth Street.

L_



I . t}(lUC tinO 10 rjOlU t h e s a U I I o t o p i o f c of gruur.d above described ur.to \hr. .,«,j .Mr ;

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, its successors and asfigna to and for the only proper use ami behoof -_f :he
said THE CITY/~OT~PHILADELPHIA, its successor* and asKigns forever as and fbr~a public street or
Mgh'-vay and for no other u;w or purpose whatsoever and to the same extent and with the same <Jf;vi. a.;
:f the said area for X-:ii -ir--i I ri;r .h^d been opened by a Decree of the Court of Quart tr. ?.^-K=\>jt\='
of the Peace for the County of Philadelphia after proceedings duly had for that purpose uinit-r and :n
pursuance of the Road Laws of the Commonwealth Of E'cnnsylvania,

the said grantor for itself. Its successors and assigns does by these presents <ovr:nar.l
promise and agree to and vsith the said THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, its successors and assigns
that neither the said grantor nor its successors or assigns shall nor will' at any time hereafter a«V
d em and recover or rcccivr of or fror.i the said THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA, its successor* or ;is-
signs any sum. or. sums of money as and for damages for or by reason of the physical grading ut
the said area for V.iir.i ci^a i *"••
to the grade as now established by the Bourd-of Sur.oyore uf the said THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA,
and if such grade shall not be established at the day o" the date of these pre:>cnts that neither the said
grantor nor its successors or assigns shall nor will :u any time thereafter ask demand recover rr
receive arty cuch damages by reason of the physical grading of the said "irca f>r ".:;!iLK is \ I •,;.-:.•
to conform to the grade as nrst thereafter established or confirmed by the ."aid the Hoard rf SI:T-
vevors of the said THK CITY OF PHILADELPHIA.

the said grajitor for itself. iLs sjccessors :;:id assiijnti does by the.«»c presents-further cov?r»mL

promise and a^rcc to and *vith THE OTY OF PHir.ADKI.PHIA. its successors and assigns that thn
.Faid lot of ground nliovc- ce5/.-ribed unto th« said THE CITY OF PHILADKLPHJA. ;w sjcces^-irs
and assig-ns afcaiiist il the said gmr;ti>r and its suc.rfsi^r.s and assigns and against all a-.d evtr.* pr r>on
or persons whorv-ocvcr !*• i-fully claiming ->r to claim the S.I;RI\ or any pait tht-reof by froiri r-r -^icr-r
it, tht-m, or a.iy of iLerr .-f'-.aii c-n-l \v\\\ \\-arrifU yrnJ £>,.•.. -.--r ilifr;:-!.

c:



the said ^mntor, na.s caused its common <<r 001710rate sc-.il :0''''be'

ant) ZDeffUercb
in the presence of us:

. /.y /r.e«.-.(.- .-t/*

SEl/EVELOFl-'ENT AUTWUTY OF
, THE CITY CF PHILAOE.'.fHIA

On this 2 ^
me. "the subscriber.

day of Anno Domini 19 c / Before

personally appeared F. '. ^'.f:;:-, .;.*».. - U ' V T V 1.'.-:. : X ,: J-'.vJiT7--.'^

REO£VEU)i'H£N'r AUl'HORI'lT OF THE CITY •'? PHILADELPHIA the corporation na.r.ed in thi
abo-.v- Jr.dc-nture, wjio, beinj; duiy sMx-ri according to lav., deposes a--d .says Lhat he was personally
prts'.-nt at the execution of the abovr- Indenture and »aw the commt r. or cuitjomtc seal of .--raid cor-
poraLitm uuiy aifixed thrreto; 'Jiat the seal ?-.o affix-od JH f l u - cor.imon ,ji corr.-oratc .seal of said corpora- •
tioti; that said Indcnluie wa* 'Jtifv ucalrd and df Jiveretl h*/.-i..^'.'."C"i ^ . ••'-liAr ,•-- - '-- - " '

/ -ru*A'2Si)'---
XHXXXXxi of said coiporation aa a-i.( for the a.'t-iind deed of said ccrporation for the uses and pur-
poses tVrt-in mentioned, and. that tho nujrcg c,f Uiis deponex:t a.-> BC£»O«cy and
. '" " . .•-•-,:" .-^ anJ CLA3ENCE G. AUttBT as DEPUTY DIRECTOR (5" O E V E L O r

<->.s PJvXiKWilt .»' said corporation i.ubscribvfl to tL- nbove I inru tur -n I'tcstatjon of the rim- t-xtctiiion
and dcl:vcry '.hereof, arc in tlu-ir ami t-ich nf ihtir respc-.-tivc hurdwr.ting.

.Swr,r:i to nr.ii subs
b---ffire me this - •'
div of • * ' : A. r-

f.-S, JR .
J i r c c t o r o t" ij;-e ra c ir.-
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.Dulriet FiUd^.......,.~...,^..l9

of Beb (cation
. • -' <: "*

REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF
THE CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

TO

THE CTTV OK PHILADELPHIA
Being an area'reserved for mnlc.ipal-pur-

nide of Alpha AV«I . , Cobbs Creek
nortneaat side'of fonner .ri«v«n*-y-reighth
St. t T)orth;ve3t side 'Of Sevciity—eighth St,

side of-6*iventy-*ighUi-:6t-., an

southwest of Saturn F'i. r<nd

in 1st AvJ rou.thw«-st of Mf.hty-LhiCrd St.,
ar.it (Vjr'.hw^vt of Ch«s)wyndti Aye.
to >:[£h'..v-fourtlp 3t, f:--

In thi'Wth'.-.'a

~7ySrVA-.>.'.s....J....'....J.. ....ir1.::..™....:.,y.....r....,..;

T ' '- •' ''• ' ' • - • ' - Jr
('liii'j I'.nftint'er mtd Snnvyur.

• ' - -'M r-; ^-)
•fj.sr itiV. ?.*i)

c>
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RECREATION PROGRAM & PLANNING STUDY

THE EASTWICK DISTRICT PARK SITE

Submitted by: Joseph D. Kuo
Architects « Engineers • Planners



RECREATION PROGRAM AND PLANNING STUDY

THE EASTWICK SITE'

Submitted by: Jos eph D, Kuo, Architect ° Engineer

E. Van Rieker, Planning Consultant

December, 1972

I. Background

A. Site Description
The site is approximately 44 acres situated in southwest

Philadelphia generally contiguous to Delaware County and

adjacent to the residential development area known as

Eastwick.

The site is linear and extends.from 84th Street northerly

to Claymont Street (above Elmwood Avenue) a distance of
approximately 4,800 feet. The northern half of the site
is contiguous to Cobbs Creek and is vider than rhe south

half of the site.

The only large rectilinear area is located in the center

of the site and consists of approximately nine acres,

B. Site Analysis

The majority of the site is vacant and exhibits relative-

ly level topography under y/a slope which i s conducive to

recreational development. The exceptions to level terrain

are located along Cobbs Creek where slopes form a steep
creek valley wall, and the side slopes of the land fill-in

adjacent Delaware County which may have encroached onto
the subject- property.

The only existing development is for recreation purposes

and consists.of a small shelter, basketball court, small

apparatus area, and an undersized baseball field (foot-

ball field during the fall season) adjacent to the Bartram



School Annex next to 77th Street.

The only significant vegitation exists in tree masses
grouped along, the Cobbs Creek in the northern section of

the site.

Existing conditions and interviews with residents indicate
sections of the site are subject to flooding from Cobbs
Creek during and after periods of peak precipitation.

The surrounding neighborhood exists and is planned as
predominantly medium density semi-detached, attached, and
apartment land use. There are a few institutional sites

scattered in the immediate neighborhood - none of which
are large enough to support planned outdoor recreation
facilities on their own.

The site is predominantly land locked by residential lots
and is offered only a limited number of access points to
contiguous streets, all of which are local streets or cul-
de-sac s except for 84th S'treet frontage at the very
southern edge of the property,

.Study Purpose

The purpose of this study is to establish a program and

conceptual Master Site Plan for the orderly development
of the subject site for a Park and Recreation facility.



II. Program Definition

A. Developmen t Go als

1. Provide developed recreation space for residents
within a service area.

2. Beautify the urban environment.

3« Conserve natural features and amendities.

B.. Park Classification

The National Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)
„ . has published standards for the classification of parks.

According to the standards, the size of the site would
qualify as a district park (typically a size range of
20 - 100 acres with a service area of -J" - 3 miles and
a population served of between 10,000 - 50,000).

However, the linear configuration of the subject site
with its minimal access to major highways suggests that
development at the intensity and scale nomally associated
with a district park cannot be achieved. Rather, the

program and the site plan should be conceived and adapted
to the site to include special activity areas and features
that would be associated with a district park while still
satisfying the basic needs of a neighbortiool park.

C. Demand Projections

An area in Philadelphia within a y mile radius from the .
center of the site would generally coincide with-the
triangular area bordered by 84th Street, Lindbergh

Boulevard, and Island Avenue. This area is defined as
the primary service area.

The census reveals that a population of 3»538 resided in
the primary service area in 1970 (based upon census tract
-55)* Future development plans and the volume of recent

,- construction suggests anothe-r 1000 units have been or will



be constructed subsequent to 1970. Census statistics

indicate that the average family size is 3•1 persons per
household. Thus, a population increase of approximately
3,10O can be reasonably anticipated giving a projected

ultimate population of 6,60O, say 7»OOO.

The secondary service area will be areas located outside
the £ mile radius but within a one mile radius of the site.
Residents of the secondary service area will be attracted
by special features, of the park or by those facilities
not available near at hand to their homes. The secondary
impact areas will consist of contiguous neighborhoods
compristing portions of census tracts HO' s: 56., 60, and
63. The census of the population reveals that a population
of approximately 13»000 resided in the secondary service
area in 1970.

The 1970 characteristics for age of the population of
the primary and secondary service areas were substantially
similar to average figures for all of Philadelphia. The
age-group categories for 1970 are projected for the ulti-
mate population of the service area and listed below:

Age 19 or under 36̂ 0 7,200
20 - "44 33% 6,600
45 - 6k 2k% 4,800

65 or over 7 % 1 ,400

It is clear that great emphasis should be given to allo-

cation of facilities for the younger age groups. It
should also be noted that approximately 70°/o of the popu-
lation may be under 44 years of age (as projected).
However, consideration should be given to space design
for the elderly - this group is often neglected in re-

creation planning.



D. Space Standards

The National Recreational Recreation and Park Association
recommends that neighborhood and district recreation parks

should not have more than one-half of their area in active

recreation. The other half should be devoted to passive

areas including scenic and landscaped amenities creating-
a "beautiful park atmosphere". This concept should be

applied for the Eastwick recreation and park site.

Two methods were used to test the area of the subject

site as it may relate to user demand.

1. Typical Space Standards

The NRPA has published recommended space standards

for various units within a typical district park.

The total area needed to' accommodate eighteen basic
recreation units or facilities equals 38 acres.. The
site is approximately kk acres. Thus, the abov-e
standards can be incorporated into the site wicli a
residual of 6 acres developed for special features,

etc. Since only half the park should be in active
recreation, it can be said that a total of 22 acres

would be necessary to provide a park with active re-
creation with the balance in passive recreation, and

landscaped open space.

2. Population Ratio
The NRPA and the American Public Health Association

has listed ratios of acres/1000 population for park

classifications. The classification and the re-

commended, ratio is listed below.

2.50 Ac./IOOO pop. for district parks

The proj ected ultimate population for the total

service area is 20,000. Therefore, if the above

park classification' is to be accommodated on one

site, a total of 50.0 acres would 'be required. It

can be seen that the subject site generally large



enough (within 10̂ ) to provide the
ordinarily associated with the district park
classification.

E. Design Criteria and Standards

Evaluation of Outdoor- Areas and Facilities

The NRPA has published specific standards for certain
facilities. Those facilities that may apply to the
subject site are listed with their standard per 1000
population in Table 1. The purpose of Table 1 is to

identify specific facili-ties based upon user need.

Table 2 lists the facilities that could be provided for
the subject site in order to satisfy user need and pro-
vide for a well balanced recreation prog-ram, including
special uses, that would normally be associated with a . .
large neighborhood park including special activity areas.

This table identifies the basic characteristics of both
the facility and the user group.

Evaluation of Indoor Facilities

Indoor areas and facilities constitute a very important
part of recreation programming. However, facilitie? such
as a gymnasium for indoor basketball, volleyball. gym-
nastics , and games; indoor swimming pools; wrestling

areas; and community rooms for music, art, ceramic
classes, physical fitness and weights are normally pro-

vided in the neighborhood school system by the school
district.

Municipal park and recreation facilities should not com-
pete with but cooperate with.the school district. The
municipal park should complement the facilities of the

school district and establish an agreement Cor the use
i»

of each others facilities when not in use by the agency



that owns the facility.

If it can be demonstrated that the school district is
not able to provide the indoor facilities and programs,
in quantity and quality, to satisfy the service area
then these facilities and programs may have to be pro-
vided by the municipality.
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Eastwick District Park - Cost Estimates

Buildings 1 addition
2 new buildings
3 shelter

50,000
200,000
10,000
260,000 260,000

Play Areas 4 tennis courts
4 basketball courts
4 baseball diamonds
4 junior play areas
2 senior citi areas
1 regular pool
1 wading pool
1 ice skating area
1 bicycle trail
1 lighting for trail.
4 areas of lighting
2 paving, for parking

40
32
20
80
45
150
10
2
40
25
80
27

,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000
,000

551,000

fencing, retaining walls, etc.
S

551.000
811,000
121 ,000
932,000

Grading & Seed fill - " 65,000 yds. 260,000
cut & fill 70,.000 yds. 84,000
seeding - - 40,OOP

$ 384,000

contingency 20%
total budget

$ 384.000
$ '1316,000

263.200
C1,579,200

JOSEPH D. KUO & ASSOCIATES
Architects'Engineers'Planners
735 Westview St. Phila.Pa.19119



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
PHILADELPHIA DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

CUSTOMHOUSE-20 & CHESTNUT STREETS

PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 191O6

IN REPLY REFE* TO

NAPEN-M 16 July 1973

Joseph D. Ruo, Architect
735 Westview Street
Philadelphia, Pa.

Dear Mr. Kuo;

In response to your telephone request made to Lee Phillips of my staff
concerning flood hazard information for Cobbs Creek, we can provide the
following data.

. The portion of Philadelphia in which you are interested, 84th Street, is
affected by high tides on the Delaware River backing up through Darby
Creek to Cobbs Creek. The projected elevation that would be reached by
tidal action every 100 years is 9.5 ft. (m.s.l.d.) (feet, mean sea level
datum) for this site. Upstream, at the upper limit of your interest,
~72nd Street, floodwaters would be higher than tidal .action.

A United States Geological Survey gaging .station located 210 feet down-
stream of Woodland" Road, has recorded streamflow since 1964. The flood
of record occurred September 11, 1971 and reached an elevation of 19.14

^ ft. (m.s.l.d.)•

We have not defined the 100 year event for this gaging station but would
advise any building construction in the vicinity to be above the flood

.--'of record. Currently this district is assigned to investigate the flooding
potential in Darby and Colwyn Boroughs for flood insurance purposes. Better
"information will therefore be available in February,1974.

If we may be of further assistance, do not hesitate to contact-me. Telephone
number 597-4807.

Sincerely yours,

j.. ^
Chief, Flood Plain Management
Service's^Branch

BUY U. S. SAVINGS BONDS REGULARLY ON THE PAYROLL SAVINGS PLAN
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Mr. Carl* H. Sedden, Block Captain
Hedgerow Residents Association
6243 SuUt Avenue
Philadelphia* FA 19153

Dear Mr* Seddeni

Ret Eaatvick Regional Park

I have received your letter concerning the condition of lead behind the houeee
on fiuiat Avenue west of 60th Street*

As you know, part of this land ha* been developed a» the Kaetwick ftegional Park.
The renuinder 1» awaiting development as expansion of the park* The cleaning
of the undeveloped area is very difficult because of the condition that it was
in when it wes turned over to our Departsjent*

The developMnt of this land will take several years. We have been working
with the East wick PAC on the overall planning for the park* tt has recently
been decided to develop a portion of land at 75tb and Wheeler Streets es the
next phase* 1 believe the priorities for when era** are to be developed should
be discussed with the PAC,

As far as short-tern swintenance is concerned, I would like to o*et at the
site with you* representatives of the PAC, the Radevalopeaat Authority end
our iwintenance staff* At this aeetlug we could view the situation and try
to determine 4 way to «eke this situation less of « problem for the residents*
It would be best if you cell the PAC office to sutke arraogeewots for the
weeting* .

I appreciate your concern.

Sincerely yours.

Alvin Ziofl» Director
Facilities Division

AZ/bd

cc: Councilwoman Verna
C* Andrews (Red.Auth.)
Eastvtck PAC.
J. Shepper
L* Gayle
File



HEDGEROW RESIDENTS' ASSOCIATION

July 3. 1981

82̂ 5 Bulst Are.
Phila.f Pa. 19153

Mr. Alvln 21on
City of Phila.
Dept. of Recreation
Municipal Service Bldg. Rm.
Phlla., Pa. 1910?

Dear Mr. Zion:

Like most communities ours Is not without problems, but many
of those problems can be solved. I would like to call your
attention to a dangerous and unhealthy problem In our Community
of Hedgerow, which Is In the Eastwlck Section of Philadelphia.

A large lot located behind Buist Ave. from the 8000 block to
the 8400 block* Is covered with very high weeds, bushes, rocks,
and puddles of stagnant water. This area Is a breeding place
for Insects and redents. It Is also, a haven for burglars who
hide In the tall weeds and observe the homes.

My home as well as many others has-been burglarized several times
during daylight hours. In addition, several children have been
harmed because of the unsafe conditions of this land.

I have been told that the property is owned by the Dept. of
Recreation and that this parcel of land is targeted for a Park
or Recreation Area. I am the Block Captain of the 8200 block
of Buist Ave. and I would like to see the weeds cut, the trash
removed and the park built. I am sure that the problem has ~
already been called to your attention, but I would like to ad.d
my concern.

Mr. Zion, will you please see what you can do to expedite the
completion of the plans for this land, or provide some temporary
measures to alleviate the present dangerous situation.

Earle H. Sedden, Block Capitan
HEDGEROW RESIDENT'S ASSOCIATION

End: area map.
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EASTWICK
Project Area Committee

7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-8826

Forrest Creek Community Association
Hedgerow Residents' Association
Meadows Community Association
Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Residents Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clearview Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmen's Association
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

December 7, 1981

Mr* Alvin Zion
Director,
Facilities Div.'
Department of Recreation
1450 M. S. B.
Phila.,Penna. 19107

Dear Mr. Zion:

Recently, due to numerous complaints, the PAC has become increasingly
concerned about the activities taking place on Heller's Dump (legally
referred to as Clearview Land Development Company, Inc. ). Briefly,
there is evidence of dumping, burning and storage or possible disposal of
hazardous waste; all these activites are illegal under a final court order
issued by the Court of Common Pleas of Delaware County in 1973.

As you probably know this land is adjacent to the Recreation Department's
property which is reserved for the extension to 84th Street of the Regional
Park. Heller's access road, which is at least four lanes wide, runs right
through the middle of this land. Furthermore, it appears that much of this
illegal dumping is actually taking place on the Recreation Departments1 land.

*;/e have already written letters concerning the illegal dumping to DSR, EPA
and the Redevelopment Authority. Presently, the DER is conducting an
inspection, and will soon be issuing a report outlining the violations
committe within Hellerfs Dump. In talking'with the DER inspector, I assume
that the access road as it affects the security of site will be an issue
addressed in their report. Because it crosses over your property, I am sure
you will wish to cooperate with the DSR to insure that necessary arrangements
are made at this time to insure that nothing interfere with the preparation
of this land for the Regional Park.

Also, the Redevelopment Authority according to the Final Court order,
mentioned above, has rights to inspect this property. They are currently
considering an inspection and possible actions. One issue I have brought
to their attention is the likely possibility that dumping is occurring on
City property. Again, because this is your land, I strongly suggest you
also inspect your property to determine whether dumping has taken place
there.



Dept. of Rec.
page II

Our community has had constant problems with Heller's Dump. Despite litigati
they have operated with virtual impunity. This activity jeapordises the
intended use of the adjacent land, as well as the safety of the nearby
residents. Please, as the adjacent property owner, do what you can now
while the DEH and the Redevelopment Authority are both involved to. insure
that proper. ' actions are taken to stop both all illegal activity on this
site and the use of your land for their access road.

You can talk with Chuck Andrews, Sa.stwick.'s Project Manager from the
Redevelopment Authority at 854-6730, and with Robert Zang, Inspector and Soli<
Tfaste Specialist from DER at 565-1687, Also, if you have any further questio]
don!t hesitate to contact our Director, Chip Bassett, at 36^-8825.

Judging from past history, this will take the efforts of all these involved
parties to resolve the problems of Heller's Dump. We would appreciate your
very much needed assistance concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

LCtfS SHAUB
.PRESIDENT

CB:jc
cc: Chuck Andrews

Brian Heffner
Robert Zang



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENTS ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCESTUdley Creek State Park

Sycamore Mills Road
Media, PA 19063

CERTIFIED

Clearview Land Development Co.
c/o D. R. Heller
83rd f, Buist Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19153

Dear Mr. Heller:

December 8, 1981

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

On November 25, 1981, a representative of the PA DER made an inspection
of the Clearview Landfill site and its surrounding area. This property is
owned by the Clearview Land Development Company. During that inspection, the
following conditions were noted:

1) A dump area between 84th Street and your office building, consisting
of a large quantity of demolition debris, bulky items, old car parts, and
trash.

2) A dump area between 84th Street and the foot of the landfill, consisting
of a large amount of demolition debris,-old tires, concrete, and trash.

3) Several dump areas on top of the landfill, consisting of at least 15
cubic yards of granular insulation, at least 10 cubic yards of a black
ash, and several piles of cinder blocks.

4) Large bundles of lumber and paper deposited close to your office.

5) Several scattered piles of demolition debris in the area of your office.

6) A large storage container owned by Grave Resources Management, which had
no hazardous wastes inside at the time of the inspection.

These conditions are in direct violation of the August 7, 1973 court-ordered
closure of the landfill, the recent Departmental Order to close the Grave Resource
Management facility, the-'PA Solid Waste Management Act (Act 97) and several sections
of the Department's Rulers and Regulations (Chapter 75).

You are hereby notified that these conditions must be abated within 21 days.
Abatement shall involve the following steps:



Ciearview Land Development Co.
Mr. Heller. . . -2-

1) Complete removal of all unpermitted wastes such as, but not limited to,
those wastes listed above. The unpermitted wastes must be removed to
a permitted landfill and/or a permitted demolition waste site.

2) Cessation of all future dumping of unpermitted wastes upon this property

3) Construction and use of an artificial barrier to the 84th Street
entrance to the site to prevent possible future vandalism dumping.

4) Removal of the large Grave Resource Management storage container.

You are to submit to this office, within 7 days from your receipt of this
notice, an abatement schedule for the correction of these violations. Contact
Mr. Lunsk at 631-2420 for disposal information.

Yours truly,

.Robert Zang
Solid Waste Specialist

R2:rn

cc: Bruce Beitler
file



EASTWICK
Project Area Committee

7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-8826

Forrest Creek Community Association
Hedgerow Residents' Association
Meadows Community Association
Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Residents Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clearview Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmen's Association
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

February 24, 1982

Mr. Alvin Zion
Director
Facilities & Maintenance
1470 M. S. B.
Phila.,Penna. 19107

Bear Mr. Zion:

Enclosed is the map of the Recreation Department's property which borders
Heller's Dump between 82nd and 84th Streets. Please note that on this map
I have indicated the Access Road which cuts through this property and areas
where there is extensive dumping of primarily construction debris.

Obviously, before this land can be developed into the proposed extension
of the Regional Park, measures must be taken to eliminate or at least
contain these incompatible land uses. As I told you on the phone, the
Department of Environmental Resources is currently investigating Heller's
Dump, and has already issued a Notice of Violation to Clearview Land
Development Co. (This Notice of Violation is enclosed.)

Besides the violations noted, DER orders four different steps to be taken
by Heller. You will see that the third step instructs Heller to construct:
"an artificial barrier to 'the 84th Street entrance to the site to prevent
possible future vandalism dumping." Just from looking at the map, you can
see that actions taken along these lines would greatly affect the Recreation
Department's property.

The Recreation Department must take strong measures soon in order to insure
that this property is viable for recreational uses. The longer your
Department delays the worse this area will become. Now is the time to act,
so that your department can work in concert with the orders eminating from
DER. The D-tiR specialist investigating this site is Robert Zang. You can
contact him by calling 565-1687.



Mr. <Alvin Zion
Rec. Dept.
Page II

Something must be done to contain Heller's Dump. As it is now, the dumping
has spread well into the Recreation Departments land, and the access road
takes up a major portion of the area. Because this is your Department's
land, we depend on you to initiate ameliorative action. I have asked
the Redevelopment Authority to research the legal issues surrounding the
access road for our meeting which is on March 1, 1982.

I hope that you will also give this, situation some serious thought so that
we can have a constructive discussion at this meeting. I would appreciate
your assistance concerning this matter.

Sincerely yours,

CHIP BASSETT
DIRECTOR

GC: Chuck Andrews, RA
Robert Zang DER

enc:
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COMMONWEALTH^ OF NNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Ridley Creek Street Park
Sycamore Mills Road
Media, PA 19063 ' -O

June 16, 1982

Commissioner Nathaniel Washington
Philadelphia Department of Recreation
Municipal Services Building
Room 1450
Philadelphia, PA 19107

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Dear Commissioner Washington:

This is to confirm and elaborate upon our telephone conversation on
June 11, 1982 about the Eastwick dump site located just off of 84th Street,
along the Clearview Landfill access road.

Numerous visits to this site by the Department have revealed a gradual
worsening of the condition of this site. Specifically, those conditions are:

1) very large quantities of demolition debris
2) an. old, badly rusted street cleaning machine
3) large quantities of bulky wastes (furniture, appliances, etc. . .)
4) some trash
5) The above wastes are deposited upon the ground in piles and scattered

throughout the area.

You are hereby notified that these conditions are violations of several
sections of the Pennsylvania Solid Waste Management Act (Act 97) and the
Department's Rules and Regulations. Specifically, those violations are:

^— Act 97 - Section 610(1) - "It shall be unlawful for any person to municipality
to dump or deposit, or permit the dumping or
depositing, of any solid waste onto the surface of the
ground or underground or into the waters of the
Commonwealth, by any means, unless a permit for the
dumping of such solid wastes has been obtained . from
ihe Department. . . "

75.21(a) - "A permit shall -be required for any person, municipality, state agency
_ or authority proposing to use or continue to use their land or any
other land as a solid waste processing or disposal area."



Commissioner Nathaniel Washington. . . -2-

You are also notified that these violations must be abated by July 30, 1982,
Abatement would involve the following steps:

1) complete removal of all of the unpermitted, dumped wastes from the site
2) disposal of the wastes at a permitted site
3) securing the site to prevent any possible future vandalism dumping
4) proper grading of the site, If necessary, and placing down two feet of

cover
5) seeding of the property

Please call Mr; Lawrence Lunsk, Facilities Supervisor, at 631-2420, for the
required disposal information.

Please send an abatement schedule to this office by July 15, 1982, giving
specific dates for the various abatement actions to be taken by the city. If
there are any questions, please feel free to call me at 565-1687.

Yours truly,

Robert Zang
Solid Waste Specialist

RZ:rn

cc: Bruce Beitler
Eastwich PAC
file



TO

FROM

MEMORANDUM
Nathaniel Washington, Cormissioner, Recreation Department

W. Wi lson Goode, Managing Di

SUBJECT: TWO VETOED RECREATION DEPARTMENT PROJECTS

£tf

CIT Y OF

D A T E

&*"
d

Please proceed with the following -vetoed projects in the FY 1983 Capital
Budget.

New Playground - 82nd and Lyons Sts.

Please proceed with the construction of the playground and
tot-lot which has already been designed. Use the $199,000
available in 1983 on Line 238R for construction. Do not do any
work on the new swimming pool which is also part of this line
item.

Eastwick Regional Park - Along Cobbs Creek Between 82nd and 84th
Sts. (Heller's Dump!

Please proceed with the design and construction of the work
necessary to improve the Heller's Dump area between 82nd and
84th Sts. Use the $406,000 available in Line 237D for 1983.
Do not do any other work in Eastwick Regional Park except the
improvement of the Heller's Dump site.

You should proceed with the Playground at 82nd and Lyons St. and the clean-
up of Heller's Dump in Eastwick Regional Park even though they involve
funds from two vetoed line items. Do no other work under these line items
unless the work has my specific-approval.

WWG:es l
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ROUTING SLIP

TO: ALVITTI__

EROGAN___

CARRCLL__

COLLJNS_

DCUGHERTY_

DUDZEK___

HARRIS__

HUGHES__

FROM; NATHANIEL WASHINGTCN, COMMISSIONER

DATE: ,

... Status

... For your information

For, your action

Please see me re: attached

.. Please review and report

.. Please review and return

.
\
V -



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

1875 New tope Street
Norristown, PA 19401

215 631-2420

November 30, 1982

Mr. Nathaniel Washington
Recreation Commissioner
City of Philadelphia
Department of Recreation
1415 Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Dear Mr. Washington:

This is in reply to your letter dated November 18, 1982 concerning the issuance
of a solid waste permit for the DebDrenzo Municipal Waste Transfer Station
located in Darby Township, Delaware County.

A solid waste permit application for this facility was submitted to this office
on March 15, 1982. This application was reviewed by our technical staff, and
the decision ms made to issue this permit after all current operational
concerns about this facility had been resolved. This facility is not a disposal
site; no landfilling of trash is permitted. It is a processing facility.

I think the problem stated in your letter regarding encroachment problems deal
with the entire Clearview Land Development property itself, and not specifically
the transfer station operations. However, if you wish, we can discuss this
further.

If you have any other questions concerning this recently issued solid
permit, I can be reached at 631-2420.

Very truly yours,

tzz^w^--
LAWRENCE H. LUNSK
Solid Waste Facilities Supervisor

Re 30 E339
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November 18, 1932

Regional Solid Waste Manager
Department of Environmental Resources
1875 New Hope Street
Morrlstown, Pennsylvania 19401

Re: OeLorenzo Twin County Disposal*
Transfer Station, Darby Township
Permit No. 101269
Issued 10/6/82

Gentlemen;
The Philadelphia Department of Recreation supports the Eas*wick Project

Area Committee In Its protest to the permit Issued on 10/6/82 to Oefcorenzo
Twin County Disposal, Inc* for operation of a solid waste and processing
facility 1n Delaware County.

The site for which the permit 1s granted 1s situated between Darby Creek
and the Philadelphia County Line* The only egress route Is across property
belonging to the City of Philadelphia Recreation Department. This property
Is part of the site being developed by the Philadelphia Recreation Department
as te t t fEtegtf rnat Park,

The transfer station is less than 100 yards from the developing Eastwlek
Regional Park. Problem have already been encountered with regard to this
transfer station requiring the Recreation Department to develop a regrading
plan and to otherwise deal with encroachment problems.



Regional Solid Waste Manager - 2 - November 18, 1982
Department of Environmental Resources

The site presents a health ami pollution hazard due to Its proximity
to the planned Eastwick Regional Park.

Please be advised therefore of. our proteet to the issuance of this
permit.

Sincerely,

Nathaniel Washington
Recreation Conmlssloner

NW/Dra

cc: W. Wilson Goode, Managing Director
Stanley Carroll, Director, Planning and Construction* Recreation Department
Michael Arrw, Redevelopment Authority
Joseph Leonardo. Planning Conalssion
Albert Slap, City Solicitor's Office
Chip Bassettt Eastwlck Project Area Committee



NOV 41932

O F T H E C I T Y O F P H I L A D E L P H I A

&i-6 750

November 1, 1982

Regional Solid Waste Manager
Department of Environmental Resources
1875 New Hope Street
Norristown, Pennsylvania 19401

RE: DeLORENZO TWIN COUNTY DISPOSAL, INC
Transfer Station, Darby Township
Permit No. 101269
Issued 10/6/82______________________

Dear Sir:

We have been informed that a permit for solid waste dis-
posal and/or processing is being issued to the DeLorenzo Solid
Waste Transfer Station at a location locally known as "Heller's
Dump".

Within the past few years development of the Eastwick area
has progressed to the point at which homes are being constructed
by the Korman Corporation within sight of this facility. We
have reports from the new residents that open fires have been
seen, and that obnoxious odors have been blown in their homes,
especially during the warm seasons. Truck traffic generated
by the Dump's activities is equally objectionable.

We support the Eastwick Project Area Committee in its con-
cern (shown in a letter dated October 27, 1982) at the issuing
of the permit. It would be far better for Eastwick's residential
development if the facility were discontinued and not permitted
at its present location.

At the very least, since the State of Pennsylvania has
joined the Federal Government in spending many tax dollars, in
order to build and to expand Eastwick as a desirable residential



Regional Solid Waste Manager November 1, 1982
Department of Environmental Resources Page 2

community, we ask that particular attention be given to
"Heller's Dump" by the Department of Environmental Resources,
and that all regulations pertaining to a disposal plant of
this type be forcefully upheld.

MICHAEL R. ARNO
Executive Director

MRArca

cc: Mr. Nathaniel Washington
Mr. Jos eph Leon ar do
Ms. Kathleen Ragg
Mr. Paul Bonevac
Mr. Chip Bassett



MEMORANDUM 991
Data L'y

TO. Chuck Andrews, RA, Nathaniel Washington, Rec . Dept, Joe Leonard jr, ?CP
Alan David, City Solicitor, Kathy Ragg, Korman, Paul Bonevac, N.'JC,

FROHOick Nugent TNEC, Mr. Messina, Councilwoman Anna Verna
Chip Bassett, Director, EastwickjPAC

SUBJECT protest against the issuance j of a permit to DeLorenzo Twin County
Disposal, Inc. allowing themjto operate a solid waste transfer
station at the Clearview Landfill.

On October 6, 1982, DER issued a permit to DeLorenzo Twin County disposal
Inc. allowing them to operate a'sol^d waste transfer station at the
Clearview Landfill, better known as jHellers Dump.

In the interests of the existing Eastwick Community, of the final constr.it:-
ion of the residential development near this site and of the completion
of the Eastwick Regional Park, the Eastwick PAC Board requests that yc .
protest this permit decision by DER.

There is a thirty (30) day appeal period which begins on the day it
is published in the Pennsylvania Bulletin. DER will probably publish
this, action on November 13. However, to insure that this appeal receives
a hearing, please attempt to register your protest as soon as possible.

Your help in this effort will be much appreciated.

Enclosed is a copy of the permit; a fact sheet, and a copy of the PAC
letter of protest.



EAST WICK
Projecl Area Committee

7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA. PA. 19153

(215) 365-8826,

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clear-view Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmen's Association
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

October 27, 1982

Regional Solid Waste Manager
Department of Environmental Resources
1875 New Hope Street
Norristown, Penna. 19401

Dear Sir':

Forrest Creek Community Association
Hedgerow Residents' Association
Meadows Community Association
Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Residents Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

RE: DeLorenzo Twin County Disposal Inc,
Transfer Station, Darby Township
Permit No. 101269
Issued 10/6/82

DeLorenzo Twin County Disposal, Inc. was recently issued a permit to operate a Transfer
Station in Delaware County by the Department of Environmental Resources Bureau of
Solid Waste Management. The operation of this Transfer Station has and will cause a nuisanc
to our community, and has and presumably will violate the provisions of the Pennsylvania
Solid Waste Management Act of July 7, 1980, Act 97; for these reasons the Board of the
Eastwick Project Area Committee (PAC) protests the issuance of this permit, and requests
that it be immediately revoked.

The Eastwick PAC represents a coalition of 12 civic associations within the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Area. As a community board, we oversee the ongoing development of
Eastwick, and protect the interest of our community. We have known now for a year that
the DeLorenzo Transfer Station has been operating at this site illegally without a permit.
We have been in contact with the DER inspector at this site, Mr. Robert Zang. Because
of DeLorenzo's past illegal actions and previous illegal activity at this site, plus a
1973 Court Order which prohibited all dumping activity at this location, our Board was
alarmed and dismayed that DER proceeded to issue this permit.

Though we heard about the issuance of the permit in September, our protest has been
delayed for two reasons, both of them the apparent fault of DER. First, I reguested
from Mr. Larry Lunsk, DER Facilities Supervisor, a copy of the permit. We did not
receive the permit until October 25, 1982, despite repeated requests since the date of
issuance, October 6, 1982. Second, we have searched in the Pennsylvania Bulletin for
a record of this DER action; to the best of our knowledge, it has never been published.
This appears to us to be a serious ommission on the part of DER, and ample reason for
DER to extend the thirty (30) day appeal period.



Regional Solid Waste Manager . i"'
DER
Page II

Under the Pennsylvania Solid Waste Management Act of July 7, 1980, Act 97, there are
several provisions which this Transfer Station does not meet. Also, under the general
heading of nuisance, the Transfer Station for numerous reason creates adverse impact on
the existing community and on the future development planned for this area.

In considering the Act, two provisions bring to question the issuance of this permit.
Article III, Section 302 (b) states:

It shall be unlawful for any person or municipality who stores,
process, or disposes of residual waste to fail to:

(1) Use such methods and facilities as are necessary to
control leachate, runoff, discharges and emissions from
residual waste in accordance with department regulations.

(2) Use such methods and facilities as are necessary to prevent
the harmful or hazardous mixing of wastes.

(3) Design, construct, operate and maintain facilities and areas
in a manner which shall not adversely effect or endanger public
health, safety and welfare or the environment or cause a public
nuisance.

First, recently DER conducted a preliminary assessment at this site, and by testing
Darby Creek investigators found evidence of leachate. This is particularly alarming
because the Tinicum National Environmental Center lies directly downstream from this
site. Second, despite a 1973 court order prohibiting dumping in this area, residents
have witnessed landfill activity and open fires. In fact, Mr. Zang has also seen open
fires and ample evidence of dumping. Though it is difficult to determine whether
DeLorenzo is illegally dumping, as long as their operation is permitted to operate on
this site, it will be impossible to control what activities do take place in the Clearview
Landfill site. Because of the illegal activity, no one can. "prevent the harmfu'l or \
hazardous mixing of wastes." Finally, the transfer station is less than three hundred (300)
yards from existing homes and less than one-hundred (100) yards from a proposed park.
The actual driveway used by DeLorenzo Trucks cuts right through the property of the
Philadelphia Department of Recreation which is meant to be part of the Eastwick Regional
Park. Thus, the activity of the Transfer Station prevents the City from developing
a proposed facility which is designed to benefit the entire Eastwick Community. Also,
the truck traffic plus the dust and fumes created by the entire operation creates
a nuisance to the nearby residents.

Article III, Section 303 {b) states:

"It shall be unlawful for any person or municipality who transports
residual waste to fail to:

(l)Use such methods, equipment and facilities as are necessary
to transport residual waste in a manner which shall not adversely
affect or endanger the environment or the public health, welfare
and safety?
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DeLorenzo's Trucks enter and exit the Transfer Station site by crossing over Philadel^fn^a
Department of Recreation property to 84th Straet (a.k.a. Hook Road). There is a.raxsft$
median strip on 84th Street. Truck traffic from the landfill consistently runs right
over this median strip. This blatant disregard for traffic laws has created a dangerous
situation.

The Eastwick PAC for over a decade has been attempting to stop the operations of this
landfill. Litigation against the owners, Clearview Land Development Co. Inc., began
with a civil action suit (No. 12666 Equity Docket 1969) which resulted in a closure plan.
A Final Order in the Court of Common Pleas of Delaware County on August 1, 1973, was
necessary to enforce the closure plan. Illegal dumping has resumed. The only way to per-
manently stop it is to seal off this property. As long as there is open access, the
dumping will continue. By granting DeLorenzo a permit, DER legitimizes this open access,
and indirectly contributes to the illegal dumping.

Though this site is within Delaware County's borders, it is located on the Philadelphia
side of Darby Creek. In order to alleviate the problems of illegal dumping and the
nuisance created by the Transfer Station activity, Eastwick and Philadelphia must depend
on the cooperative intervention of the Department of Environmental Resources. Delaware
County in the past has not been sympathetic to the complaints of Philadelphia residents
concerning the Clearview Landfill.

Eastwick encompassess the largest Urban Renewal Area in the country. Over the past two
decades millions of public dollars have been invested in our community; and 4200 new
housing units have been constructed; more are to be built very close to this Landfill.
The Clearview Land Development Company Inc. has been a sore in our side for decades,
without your cooperation it appears doubtful that this sore can heal.

On behalf of the Eastwick Community, we implore the Department of Environmental
Resources to revoke this permit.

Sincerely yours,

EASTWICK PROJECT AREA COMMITTEE, INC.
EXECUTIVE BOARD

STAN RICHARDSON
FIRST VICE PRESIDNT

REGINA EICHINGER
PRESIDENT

JOE WARREN
VICE PRESIDENT

MARTHA SUMMERS
TREASURER

s*J
LOIS SHAUB
CORRESPONDING SECRETARY

• ̂  -- .. /'. •_,*-.
JAMES MACE' /'
RECORDING SECRETARY

CB: jc



COMMOMWHAL7H Or v-il.V.^YLVANiA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

BUREAU OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT r-A?'-'

Permit
For

i
Solid Waste Disposal and/or Processing Facility

FORM NO. 8

Permit No. 101269_______:

Date Issued in-fi-R->
Date Expired

Under the provisions of the Pennsylvania Solid Waste Management Act of July 1, 1980,

Act 97, a permit for a solid waste disposal and/or processing facility at (municipality)

Darby Township____•______ in the County of Delaware ________ is

granted to (applicant) DeLorenzo TWin County Disposal. Inc.______________

(address) 60 Miami Avenue___________________________________
Trenton, New Jersey 08610

This permit is applicable to the facility named as Pelx>renzo Solid -Wasce_______

Transfer Station____________________ and described as:

Delorenzo Solid Waste Transfer Station

Latitude 39°53'55"
Longitude 75°15'26"

This permit is subject to modification, amendment and supplement by the Department

of Environmental Resources and is further subject to revocation or suspension by the

Department of Environmental Resources for any violation of the applicable laws or the rules

and regulations adopted thereunder, for failure to comply in whole or in part with the

conditions of this permit and the provisions set forth in the application no. _____

which is made a part hereof, or for causing any condition inimical to the public health,

safety or welfare. A A

See attachment for waste limitations and/or special /rfXx-^V -fJ S_^k>\/>

FOR THE DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

YB471

THIS PERMIT IS NON-TRANSFERABLE

Page ——— of ———



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

BUREAU OF SOLID WASTt MANAGEMENT

Permit
For

Solid Waste Disposal and/or Processing Facility
FORM NO. 8

Permit No. __
Date Issued
Date Expired

101269
10-6-82

1. This solid waste permit is issued based upon application No. 101269
which was received in the Nbrristowr. Regional Office of the Department
of Environmental Resources on March 15, 1982. Ibis permit is for the
operation of a solid waste transfer station for municipal waste which
is located in Darby Township, Delaware County.

2. Nothing in this permit shall be oonstriied to supercede, amend, or
• authorize violation of, the provisions of any valid and applicable
. local law, ordinance, or regulation, provided that said local law,

ordinance, or regulation is not pre-anpted by the Pennsylvania Solid
Waste Management: Act, the Act of" July 7, 1980, Act 97, 35 P.S.
6018.101, et seq.

3. Form No. 6, Certification of Facility Design and Construction, must be
submitted to the Norristown Regional Office after all facilities have
been constructed including the Leachate collection tanks.

4. Ihe Norristown Regional Office of the Department of Environmental
Resources must be kept informed concerning any change in the location
of the disposal site for the-municipal waste and for the leachate
generated by this facility. Any chsnge in the location of the disposal
site must be approved by the Department.

5. Ihe collateral bond dated August 26, 1982 between DeLorenzo Twin County!
Disposal, Inc. and the Department, in the amount of $10,000.00 is hereby
approved as part of this permit. This bond shall be updated within 90 \
days of the promulgation of new Chapzer 75 solid waste management rules'
and regulations.

YB471.1

THIS PERMIT IS NON-TRAN5FERABLE



PACT SHEET '-"«v; - ,
ON ^ _ 7̂.:.

DELORENZO TRANSFER STATION
AT CLEARVIEW LANDFILL (HELLERS DUMP)

DeLorenzo Twin County Disposal, Inc. operates a Solid Waste Transfer Station at the Clear•.,
Landfill (Hellers Dump). This landfill is located in Darby Township, Delaware County, hov
it is situated between Darby Creek and the Philadelphia County Line. In fact, the only e<
route is across property belonging to the City of Philadelphia. DeLorenzo laases the lane
from the Clearview Land Development Co. Inc.. For over a year they have operated the tran:
station illegally without a permit. DER cited DeLorenzo; a fine was levied and paid. De
Lorenzo apparently inquired about obtaining a permit, DER indicated that they could be
granted a permit if certain conditions were met. DeLorenzo applied for a permit on March
1982. After posting the necessary bail, the permit was granted on October 6, 1982.

NOW, THERE IS A THIRTY (30) DAY APPEAL PERIOD DURING WHICH PERSONS CAN RAISE ISSUES CONC5
THE ISSUANCE OF THIS PERMIT. LETTERS CAN BE SENT TO:

Regional Solid Waste Manager
Department of Environmental Resources
1875 New Hope St.,
Norristown, Penna. 19401

To quote: Each written protest should contain the name, address, and telephone number
the protestant. Identification of the (permit) applicant to which the prote

• is addressed; and. a concise statement of protest in sufficient detail to ir
the Department of the exact basis of the protest and the relevant facts upc
which it is based.

Bermit Applicant:
DeLorenzo Twin County Disposal Inc.
60 Miami Avenue
Trenton, New Jersey 08610

Permit Number: 101269

Reasons to Appeal the Permit:,



EASTWICK
Project Area Committee

3 7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-8826

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clearview Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmen's Association
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

Forrest Creek Community Association
Hedgerow Residents' Association
Meadows Community Association
Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Residents Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

January 25, 1983

Nathaniel Washington
Commissioner
Department of Recreation
Rm.1450 Municipal Services Building
Phila.,Penna. 19107

Dear Commissioner Washington:

We were assured back in early June, 1982, by the former Managing Director, Wilson
Goode, and also by your Construction Chief, Joe Galyo, that an architect would be
chosen to design the Regional Park between 82nd and 84th Streets, I was dismayed
to learn this week that an architect has still not been selected. You will note
the enclosed letter from Wilson Goode dated June 8, 1982, he states that the work
should be completed by Spring of 1983. At this point, your Department must be
far behind schedule.

As you probably know, this site is adjacent to the Clearview Landfill, popularly
known as Heller's Dump. Because the Dump is situated in Delaware County, we have
had little success in limiting the disturbing activities occurring there. Meanwhile,
garbage trucks and other vehicles entering the Dump traverse the Department of
Recreation Property .

Also, the illegal .dumping and landfill activity has spread over onto the Department
of Recreation's Property. I realize you must be aware of this problem, because on
June 16, 1982, the Department of Recreation received a Notice of Violation from the
Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources. You responded in a letter dated
July 19, 1982 to Robert Zang, DER Solid Waste Specialist, that the Department of
Recreation will employ a consultant "to design a permanent solution" and undertake
"a total reconstruction approach".



Commissioner Nathaniel Washington
Department of Recreation
Page II

Since this array of correspondence, we have informed the community that this
work will be done. I have assumed the City will honor these commitments.
Please keep in mind that this area lies -directly behind newly developed
homes, and this Spring Korman Corporation intends to construct more new homes
adjacent to the site.

Though there have been delays, we still trust that you will honor these commitments
When the consultant is hired, representatives of the Eastwick PAC, as well as, the
Redevelopment Authority, the Korman Corporation, and the Planning Commission would
be interested in discussing possible design options.

Sincerely yours.

:ICHINGER
PRESIDENT

cc: Joseph Galyo
Charles Andrews
Rodney Johnson
Robert Zang
Kathy Ragg
Councilwoman Anna Verna
Joe Leonardo

enc:



C I T Y O F
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P H I L A D E L P H I A

r?rrar?nnnp
JW 1 0 1982

W. WILSON GOODE
Director

June 8, 1982

Mrs. Reglna Eichinger
President
Eastwick Project Area Committee
7381 Elmwood Avenue
Philadelphia, Pa. 19153

Dear Mrs. Eichinger:

I was pleased to meet with you and your associates on June 1, 1982.
I feel the meeting was constructive, because you were able to present
your group's recreation requests and we were able to give you the
status of some of the projects and discuss our guidelines for the City's
Capital Program.

Allow me to summarize the status of the projects which are proceeding:

1. 63rd and Lindbergh Blvd. Playground

We are going forward with this work; construction contracts
were awarded 5/21/82. The work includes football, soccer, and baseball
fields, basketball courts, and lighting for nighttime play. The con-
struction should start'this summer and be completed in the winter or
spring.

2. 82nd St. and Lyons Ave. Playground, Pepper Middle School

Final playground plans are being prepared. We will proceed
with the construction, for which there is money in the new Capital Program

We are not planning on the swimming pool which has been mentioned
for this location.



Mrs. Regina Eichinger
Page 2
June 8, 1982

3. Regional Park Between 82nd and 84th St. (Heller's Dump)

We agree that this project should proceed, and Recreation
Department la selecting an architect. We plan to Improve the area by
regrading, draining, seeding and fencing. This work should be completed
by spring of 1983.

Other areas discussed included the Wheeler St. and 74th St. site;
the MISCO Recreation area at 61st St. and Eastwick Ave.; and the Eastwick
Regional Park. All three projects are new facilities and do not appear
to fit within the Ci ty 's guidelines for the Capital Program, which call
for the Improvement of existing parks and recreation areas while calling
a halt to the construction of new projects. However, as we discussed at
the meeting, we will consider these sites in our City-wide review of all
recreation facilities which we will be conducting this summer and fall.
We will be making a complete inventory of all existing recreation facili-
ties and assessing their condition.

With the inventory, we will be able to determine which areas are
under-served and what facilities are required. We will make sure that
your requests are considered by those doing the study. The map showing
the sites discussed, which you left with us, will aid us in considering
your suggestions.

In summary, I thank you for ths opportunity to meet with your group.
We are proceeding on several projects in which you are Interested, and
we will consider your other requests in our study of the City's facilities
I trust we will be able to work together to provide the Eastwick area with
first-class recreation opportunities.

Sincerely,

Wilson Goode
Managing Director

WWGresl

cc: Nathaniel Washington



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES

Ridley Creek State Park
Sycamore Mills Road
Media, PA 19063

February 2, 1983

Commissioner Nathaniel Washington
Philadelphia Department of Recreation
Municipal Services Building
Room 1450
Philadelphia, PA 19107

NOTICE OF VIOLATION

Dear Commissioner Washington:

On December 17, 1982, a number of conditions were noted on city property
(next to Heller's Dump) by Department representatives, Specifically! those
conditions are:

1) large quantities of demolition debris
2) an old, badly rusted street cleaning machine
3) large quantities of bulky wastes
4) trash

NOTE: The above wastes are deposited upon the ground in piles and scattered
throughout the area.

You are hereby notified that these conditions are violations of several
sections of the Pennsylvania Solid Waste Management Act £Act 97) and the
Department's Rules and Regulations, Specifically, those violations are:

Act 97 - Section 610 Q.) - "It shall be unlawful for any person or municipality
to dump or deposit, or permit the dumping or
depositing, of any solid waste onto the surface of
the ground or underground or into the waters of the
Commonwealth, by any means, unless a permit for the
dumping of such solid wastes has been obtained from
the Department, , ,"

75.21(a) - "A permit shall be required for any person, municipality, state
agency or authority proposing to use or continue to use their land
or any other land as a solid waste processing or disposal area."



Commissioner Nathaniel Washington. , . -2-

You are also notified that these violations must be abated by March 31, 1983.
Abatement would involve the following steps:

1) complete removal of all of the unpermitted, dumped wastes from the site
2) disposal of the wastes at a DER permitted site
3) securing the site to prevent any possible future vandalism dumping
4) proper grading of the site, if necessary, and placing down two feet of

cover
5) seeding of the property

Please call Mr. Lawrence Lunsk, Facilities Supervisor, at 631-2420, for the
required disposal information.

Please send an abatement schedule to this office by February 15, 1983, giving
specific dates for the various abatement actions to be taken by the city.

Yours truly,

Robert Zang
Solid Waste Specialist

RZ:rn

cc: John Wilmer, Esq.
Bruce Beitler
Eastwick PAC
file



M E M O R A N D U M
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FROM .

SUBJECT:

Nathaniel Washington, Recreation Commissioner

George Karalius, Deputy Commissione

Eastwick Regional Park - Undeveloped Site

CITY OF PHILAD&PHI

DATE 2/25/83

On February 22, 1983, I personally visited the subject site with Rich
Berry, Nino Gargiulo and Pat Lamb. , We found the site, approximately 7
acres, covered with a large amount of construction debris.

In order to correct the problem at this site, this debris would have
to be buried or removed and the site would have to be covered with
a layer of topsoil. Also, in order to prevent future dumping, a barrier
would have to be erected in several locations to prevent truck access.

As you know, we have been cited several times by the State's Department
of Environmental Resources concerning dumping at the site. Also, houses
have been constructed close to the site and the casual dumping taking place
has disturbed the residents of the houses.

Correcting conditions at this site is beyond the capabilities of the
Maintenance Division. To move the dirt and debris on the terrain present
would require large heavy equipment that we do not possess. Also, we do
not have funds to purchase the materials for the required barriers.

This site is part of the Eastwick Regional Park. There is currently
$406,000 in our Capital Budget available to develop this site.

GK/L/vb

M-S-1, lltov. 3-SV) KBPONSE TO THIS M E M O R A N D U M MAY BE MADE HEKEON IN LONGHAND



Nathaniel Washington, Recreation Commissioner 2/25/83

George Karalius, Deputy Comnissioner

Eastwick Regional Park - Undeveloped Site

On February 22, 1983» I personally visited the subject site with Rich
Berry, Nino Gargiulo and Pat Lamb. We found the site, approximately 7
acres, covered with a large amount of construction debris*

In order to correct the problem at this site, this debris would have
to be buried or removed and the site would have to be covered with
a layer of topsoil.. Also, in order to prevent future dumping, a barrier
would have to be erected in several locations to prevent truck access.

As you know, we have been cited several times by the State's Department
of Environmental Resources concerning dumping at the site* Also, houses
have been constructed close to the site and the casual dumping taking place
has disturbed the residents of the houses*

Correcting conditions at this site is beyond the capabilities of the
Maintenance Division. To move the dirt and debris on the terrain present
would require large heavy equipment that we do not possess. Also, we do
not have funds to purchase the materials for the required barriers.

This site is part of the Eastwick Regional Park. There is currently
$406,000 in our Capital Budget available to develop this site,

GK/L/vb



EASTWICK
Project Area Committee

7381 ELMWOOD AVENUE
PHILADELPHIA, PA. 19153

(215) 365-8826

Forrest Creek Community Association
Hedgerow Residents' Association
Meadows Community Association
Middle Southwest Community Organization
Penrose Park Residents Association
Towne Gardens Civic Association

RE: Needed Maintenance in
Eastwick Regional Park

REPRESENTING:
Blue Bell Civic Association
Clearview Community Organization
Conservation Area
Eastwick Businessmen's Association
Eastwick Community Organization
Elmwood Park Civic Association

February 27, 1984

Mr. George Karalius
Deputy Commissioner
Department of Recreation
1450 Municipal Services Building
Phila.,Penna. 1910 7

Dear Mr. Karalius:

There are some problems surrounding the Eastwick Regional Park in both the developed
recreation site and in the undeveloped portion.

As you are aware/ monies are budgeted and plans are being drawn for the development
of the western end between 82nd and 84th Streets of the Regional Park. However, actual
construction is complicated by the close proximity of Heller's Dump. The development
may likely be delayed because of the need for testing of the soil for hazardous wastes.

Meantime, there are several measures which the Recreation Department's maintenance
crew can perform which will help secure the area and make the park safer for the
community.

First, we need bollards installed at four key locations. Enclosed is a map on
which the vocations"are indicated.

1. North end of 78th Street by Saturn Place.
2. North end of 80th Street by Mars Place.
3. North end of 82nd Street by Angelo Place,
4. West end of Buist Avenue past 83rd Street.

Cars and trucks are entering Recreation Department's property from each of these
four locations. Some vehicles enter the property to dump trash, others enter
simply to drive closer to the recreation building* No vehicles except for special
deliveries belong in the park.- Because of the past problems with cars in the park,
the local residents are anxious to block all access points. Also, it is obviously
important to the Recreation Department to prevent any further dumping. At 80th
Street there is already one locked bollard which can be opened for emergency access,
however, two additional bollards are needed at this location to prevent drivers from
simply driving around the existing bollards.



Mr. George Karalius
Deputy CorraLiissioner
Department of Recreation
Page II

Second, all of existing lights in the park roust be repaired or the light bulbs
replaced. Currently, the Park is pitch-dark at night. The houses bordering the
park have had problems with burglaries and of course the park itself is unsafe.

Third, the entire area surrounding Heller's Dump, this includes both the developed
playground by 80th Street as well as the undeveloped portion to 84th Street, mast be
tested for toxic substances. The community has reason for concern. Recent tests
conducted along Darby Creek next to Heller's Dump by DER and released by EPA show
the existence of hazardous wastes within the dump. Obviously, the testing of the
soil in the park is beyond the capacity of your maintenance crew, but certainly it
is the responsibility of the Recreation Department to insure that their property is
not dangerously contaminated. Howard Krasnoff. the chosen architect for., the new
portion, has attempted to locate the proper authority to conduct the necessary tests
however, he has had little success. At this stage, the Recreation Dê arfanajat: mus-b
make the arrangements so that these tests are done as soon as possible. Clearly,
the Recreation Department can not ignore this problem. Right now, people's lives
may be endangered.

Fourth and finally, until the soil tests are conducted, the area bordering the dump
should be posted, so as to warn people of possible health hazards.with dump. This
is a pob that I assume can be performed bv your maintenance people. Given the "risks
and liabilities this possible danger can not be ignored by the Recreation Department,

I will be delighted to investigate the site with yourself or with whoever will
follow up on this request. However, please let us arrange this as soon as
possible.

Sincerely_ours,yyours,&*,/
Chip Bassett
Director

cc: Councilwoman Verna

CB:jc



March 5, 1984

Mr, Chip Bassatt
Director
Eastwick Project Area Committee
7381 Elmwood Avenue
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19153

Dear Mr. Baaaett:

In response to your letter concerning the
Eastwick Regional Park, pleaae be advised of the
following:

We have scheduled ballarda to be Installed
at the four locations you requested in your letter.

Arrangements have been made with our
emergency electrical contractor have the lights in
the park repaired or replaced as soon as possible.
This should be done within the next two weeks.

The Health Department has been contacted,
and they have assured us that they will inspect the
area, conduct the necessary testa and advise us as
to the course of action we should take in the event
there is a possibility of the existence of toxic
substances within the developed and undeveloped play-
ground areas.

We have contacted the Streets Department and
requested 20 WARRING signs to be posted near the land*
fill area. We will post them as soon as tliay are
available.

Sincerely,

George V* Karalius
Deputy Commissioner

GVK/vka

cc Councilwoman Anna Cibotti Vcrna



CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

October 18, 1984

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION
1450 Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, Pa. 19107

NATHANIEL WASHINGTON
Commissioner

Councilwoman Anna Cibotti Verna
Second District
Room 403 - City Hall
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Dear Councilwoman Verna:

Re: Eastwick Regional Park
84th and Lyons Avenue
(Hellers Dump)

I refer to your inquiry concerniî g the status of site improvements scheduled
for the above location.

Please be advised that the Consultant for the design development of this site
for future recreational use was selected and is under contract. However, this
project has been temporarily held in abeyance until "resolution of the suspected
toxic waste problem by Federal and State Environmental Agencies.

Please be assured that we are anxious to resume this project subject to the.
satisfactory resolution of the current investigation.

Please feel free to contact me for any further discussion on this matter.

Sincerely,

Stanley J
Director

oil, P.E.
lanning and Construction

SJC/j

cc: Commissioner Washington
J. Galyo
E. Iffrig /
Originator J



C I T Y C O U N C I L

P H I L A D E L P H I A
COMMITTEES

CHAIRMAN
STREETS AND SERVICES

VICE-CHAIRMAN
PUBLIC SAFETY

MEMBER
RULES
APPROPRIATIONS
PUBLIC HEALTH AND

WELFARE

C I T Y O F
ANNA Ciaorn VERNA

ROOM 403. CITY HALL
MUe-3412—3413

COUNCILWOMAN—2ND DISTRICT

August 29, 1984

Mr. Stanley J. Carroll, Director
Planning and Construction - Recreation
1450 Municipal Services Building
Philadelphia, PA 19102

Re: Eastwick Regional Park
84th. & Lyons Avenue
(Hellers Dump)

Dear Mr. Carrol 1:

Please provide me with a status report regarding site improvements
at the above captioned location.

Your courtesy is appreciated.

Sincerely .

Anna Cibotti Verna
Councilwoman 2nd District

ACV :am



CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

March 23, 1983

DEPARTMENT OF RECREATION
1450 Municipal S«rvicn Building
Philadelphia, Pa. 19107

NATHANIEL WASHINGTON
Commiu)on«r

Honorable Anna Cibotti Verna
Councilwoman, 2nd District
Room 403 City Hall
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Dear Councilwoman Verna:

Re: Eastwick Regional Park
84th and Lyons
(Heller's Dump)

Commissioner Washington has requested me to respond to your letter relative
to the subject above. Please be advised that we are in the process of
selecting an Architect to improve the site conditions. After we have approval
of the Architect, we will arrange a meeting with you and members of the
Eastwick PAC.

Sincerely yours.

Stanley J.,Carrol1, P.E.
DirectorK Planning and Construction

SJC/bd

cc: Commissioner Washington
Deputy Commissioner Karalius
J. Galyo
Originator
File
Reading File



MEMORANDUM
TO : Nathaniel Washington, Recreation Commissioner

vs.

CITY OF PHILADELPHIA

DATE 11/27/84

FROM : A.J. Henle^j£weputy Health Commissioner

SUBJECT: CLEARVIEW LANDFILL

Attached are EPA and City of Philadelphia sample results for the
above mentioned site.

Of special interest to you will be the 10/25/84 soil sample results
from the Recreation Department Park area which were analyzed for
volatile priority pollutants.

There was no evidence of soil sample contamination in any sample.
I have informed Assistant Managing Director Clarence Mosley of
these findings and I anticipate meeting with Councilwoman Verna
and leaders of the various community groups in the near future.

I see no reason for you to delay planning for expansion of the
park area any longer.

AJHrmea
Attachments

32-5-1 (Rev. 3/59) RESPONSE TO THIS MEMORANDUM MAY BE MADE HEREON IN LONGHAND
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FROM

SUBJECT:

David Dambly, Deputy Commissioner
Department of Public Property
Stanley J. Carrol!, Director, Planning and Constructio

DATE
1/26/87

E AS T W ICK RE G I ON AL
R7ErffT-OI--WAr TO HE LICR ''5 "DUMP

The use of the "Right-Of-Way" (R.O.W.) on our property as a transfer station
for waste material was reported by Mr. San Messina who resides at 83rd Street
and Buist Avenue.

This was verified by Mr. Anthony Gargiulo, Caretaker Supervisor of our
Maintenance Division, who took polaroid photos as proof. He said
18 trailers were parked on the R.O.W. on 1/15/87. In addition, photos taken
by the contractor who completed the new guard rail and berm in December 1986,
also showed trailers parked on the R.O.W.

We are seeking a course of action from the City Solicitor's Office but
need to know if there is a formal agreement for the "Right-Of-Way,1*, or if
the R.O.W. is by "agressive possession".

Attached is a plan which shows the location of the R.O.W., guard rail, and
berm with landscaping to shield the rest of the parcel from an
unsightly condition, and prevent access from Buist Avenue.

Your cooperation is appreciated.

SJC/bl

Attachment

cc: Councilwoman Anna Verna
Deputy Commissioner George Karalius
Eric Iffrig
Joseph Galyo
Anthony Garaiula
Originator V
File EASTWICK

e TO THIS MEMORANDUM MAY PC MADE HCREON IN LONGHAND
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Stanley J. Carroll, Director
Planning & Construction, Recreation Department
David A. Dambly, Deputy Commissioner tY*

^

DATE 2/23/87

EASTWIOC REGIONAL PARK, RIGHT-OF-WAY TO HELLERS D

Your memo of 1/26/87 inquired if there is a formal
agreement for the use of the right-of-way from the
vicinity of 84th Street & Buist Avenue to the trash
transfer station lying to the north.

There is no formal agreement with the City for the
use of this right-of-way. However, you should be
aware that if the City does not provide a right-of-
way to the transfer station operated by the Clearview
Land Development Company, the City will have condemned
the property de facto. This will mean that the City
will have to pay as much as 5750,000 for the property
and also pay the costs to clean up the site. As the
property was formerly a land fill, possibly containing
toxic wastes, the costs could be considerable.

The Law Department is working toward a solution which
would provide the transfer station with access.
Possible access routes are from 84th, 83rd, or 80th
Street. This would eliminate the de facto condemnation
and save the City considerable expense and
responsibility for the acquisition and clean up of
a potentially hazardous site.

You may want to discuss this further. I would be
happy to supply you with additional information.

DAD/dml

cc: Originator
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Summary of the Report
Twenty years of sustained renewal actvity has brought about many
changes within the Eastwick project area. Once a quiet,
semi-rural community, Eastwick is now an active urban area
comprised of ten different neighborhoods. Some of the major
redevelopment accomplishments in Eastwick include the construc-
tion of:

almost 20 miles of new streets with water mains and sewers
more than 4200 new housing units
three new shopping centers
more than three dozen industrial and related buildings
three new churches
two new public schools
a new branch library
numerous parks and playgrounds, and
a community-wide greenway system.

Despite this impressive development progress a great deal of
renewal land remains available for development in Eastwick.
Although almost 1600 acres are developed, more than 700 acres
(30 percent of the redevelopment area) have yet to be developed.
A conservative estimate is that it will take at least 10 more
years for the Eastwick project to be close to completion.

The 24 year old Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan provided the
framework and development controls for most of the development
which occurred in Eastwick over the last two decades. Since so
much development land remains, and since the urban renewal plan
is still the main document used to guide redevelopment activity
in Eastwick, it was believed that the urban renewal plan should
be reassessed to ascertain that it meets contemporary community
and developer' needs. Therefore, in April 1980, the Philadelphia
City Planning Commission initiated a review of the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan.

This report represents the culmination of this interim review of
the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. In addition to addressing a
variety of current development issues, the report also takes
both a retrospective and a future-oriented look at development
within the Eastwick project area. Generally, the report:

1. documents the many publicly-sponsored and privately-
sponsored development achievements within the project
area,

2. describes the reassessment process and makes specific
recommendations to amend the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan



3. describes several recent actions which were undertaken to
facilitate development in Eastwick, and

4. identifies several planning related matters which were
beyond the scope of this review, but which should be
addressed in the future.

The Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan review process consisted of
three major elements:

1. Technical Evaluation of the Plan. This was a careful
examination of the plan by public agency staff (City
Planning Commission and Redevelopment Authority) which was
undertaken at the very beginning of the plan review process.

2. Development Proposal Review. All development proposals
submitted during the plan review period (April 1980 - July
1981) received special scrutiny to ensure that the projects
were appropriately suited to their proposed Eastwick
sites.

3. The Plan Review Committee. A joint community-developer-
public .agency committee was formed t, review the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan and to discuss certain development
related issues in Eastwick.

This multifaceted review of the Eastwick Plan and project
resulted in a series of recommendations to change the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan and a series of recommendations on develop-
ment-related matters.

The plan review process was intended to be dynamic and, there-
fore, plan change recommendations and development-related ——
recommendations were made while the review process was ongoing.
Completed urban renewal plan-related and development-related
actions include:

1. A modification to the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan that;

a. permits libraries and medical centers in Semi-Public
Institutional districts, and

b. extends the effective period of the urban renewal plan
controls, which were due to expire in less than two
years, to the year 1999.

2. An amendment to the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan that;

a. changes the land use of the Mini Town Center Site (Parcel 3,
Stage I) from Residential to Public Institutional and
incorporates special development controls for this parcel
into the plan, and
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b. changes the land use of Parcel H, Stage A from General
Industrial to Airport Related Commercial to permit it to
be developed with a hotel.

3. A developer-community compromise on the priority for new
street construction and street reconstruction in Eastwick.
The compromise became viable because of City Planning Commis-
sion follow-up in providing additional capital funds for
Eastwick streets in fiscal 1982.

4. The release of 35 acres of improved development land
controlled by a developer who was not currently interested
in developing it to the Redevelopment Authority. The
Redevelopment Authority now has the ability to market this
land for redevelopment by other developers.

5. The establishment of a coordinating committee comprised of
representatives of the community, the principal residential
and commercial developers, and public agencies that are
directly involved in Eastwick development. This committee
is under the aegis of the Redevelopment Authority and has
convened for the purpose of better coordinating the
activities of participating organizations and addressing
non-development problems in the project area.

Urban renewal plan-related and development-related actions which are
recommended within this report include:

1. A proposed amendment to the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan that;

a. changes the land use of development Stage III from
^/ Residential to Airport Related Commercial to permit it to

be developed with hotel, office commercial and related
uses;

b. changes the land use of a development parcel in the 8600
block of Mario Lanza Boulevard from Neighborhood Shopping
Center to Local Commercial;

c. changes the land use of Parcel 19, Stage I and Parcel 11,
Stage II from Semi-Public Institutional to Residential;

d. changes the land use of a portion of Parcel 14, Stage II
L-from Residential to Local Commercial:

e. changes the land use of Parcel A, Stage B from Commercial
Related to Industrial to General Industrial,

f. incorporates new sign controls for commercial and
industrial districts into the urban renewal plan, and;

g. requires that a landscaping plan be submitted with other
redevelopment proposal plans and specifications.

iii



2. A general recommendation that the Redevelopment Authority
prepare an aggressive marketing program for publicly
controlled redevelopment land in Eastwick. This program
should consider the community"s development preferen-
ces, and encourage quality development that is compatible
with the existing neighborhood fabric.

All of these actions, whether proposed or accomplished, and the
reasons for recommending them are described in more detail
in the main body of this document. Specifically, items l.a.
through l.g. will constitute the core of a proposed amendment to
the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. This amendment will update the
plan in a variety of ways, however, it should not be viewed as
the final local public agency statement on the Eastwick Urban
Renewal Plan. As has occured periodically throughout its twenty
year development'history, the Eastwick Plan should continue to
be changed to facilitate renewal and allow for higher quality
development whenever possible.

IV
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I. Introduction

The story of the redevelopment of the Eastwick area is one of
Philadelphia's little known success stories. Located in the extreme
southwestern end of the City, Eastwick has literally been trans-
formed from a quiet, semi-rural area to an active urban community
within the last twenty years. Pleasant neighborhood streets lined
with brick row houses and trees, well used park and playground
areas, busy neighborhood shopping centers, a growing array of
institutions and public facilities, and a rapidly developing indus-
trial park complex are all part of the healthy, prosperous urban
area that Eastwick is today.

In the early 1950's, even before the Eastwick Redevelopment Area
Plan was completed, the proposal to initiate redevelopment activi-
ties in Eastwick was generating a great deal of interest and excite-
ment. The magnitude of the proposed renewal program and the inher-
ently strong development potential of the Eastwick area were unprece-
dented either locally or nationally. It was believed that pursuing
renewal in Eastwick would eventually lead to the creation of a
new "Town within the City, complete with homes, schools, parks, and
commercial and industrial areas." Under the Eastwick renewal plan
almost 2300 acres of land, entirely within the city, would be
assembled for renewal purposes. This land was well located with
respect to both Philadelphia International Airport and Center City
Philadelphia, and was adjacent to several existing, stable, residen-
tial neighborhoods. The Eastwick renewal proposal presented
numerous engineering and design challenges which had not been
previously encountered at this large scale. The need to make
hundreds of acres of low-lying, marshy land buildable, the need
to deal with extensive poor sub-soil conditions in other areas
of Eastwick, and the desire to integrate a new cul-de-sac street
system into an existing gridiron street network were among the
more notable challenges. The Eastwick planners felt that these and
numerous other challenges could be met.

Proponents of the plan believed that undertaking redevelopment in
Eastwick would result in a variety of direct and"indirect benefits
to the City. The removal of thousands of old, dilapidated struc-
tures, the restoration and expansion of a sound tax base within
Eastwick, and the upgrading and further diversification of the
city's housing stock were commonly cited benefits. Hundreds of
people who were opposed to the plan, however, felt that the benefits
would not justify the cost in terms of human suffering and community
upheav'al. Many of the opponents of the plan were lifelong Eastwick
residents who enjoyed the semi-rural environment of their community,

Planners, Eastwick., Church-11, Henry S., et.al., Eastwick
Redevelopment Area jteport (Philadelphia, PA: Consultant study,
1953), p. viii.



and believed that they would be displaced or have their lifestyle
changed because of renewal. In retrospect, both the proponents and
the opponents have been proven partially correct in their respective
stances.

The physical transformation of Eastwick really began in the late
1950's when publicly sponsored site preparation activities were
initiated. However, it was not until 1961, when the first new
residential subdivision was completed, that the promise of the
Eastwick Plan became apparent. Some of the major development
accomplishments which have brought about the Eastwick transformation
are:

• The Redevelopment Authority has provided for the installation of
more than 15 million cubic yards of fill to make most of the
Eastwick redevelopment land buildable.

• The City has constructed almost 20 miles of new streets, and new
water lines and sewers to service the developing sections of the
project area.

• The Redevelopment Authority has constructed new curbs and
sidewalks for all of the new streets, and has replaced curbs and
sidewalks along certain existing streets.

• Private, for profit developers have built more than 4200 new
housing units, three new shopping centers, and more than three
dozen industrial and related buildings.

• Institutional and service-commercial developers have built three
new churches and two medical office buildings.

• The City has built a lower school, a middle school, a new branch
library, numerous parks and playgrounds, and a community wide
greenway system.

Entire new neighborhoods have been created in Eastwick through renewal,
achieving one of the basic goals of the early Eastwick planners.

Throughout Eastwick's redevelopment history the Eastwick Urban
Renewal Plan has guided the specific redevelopment activities in
Eastwick. In addition to the long-term development efforts by the
principal Eastwick residential and commercial developers, and the
constructive involvement of numerous concerned Eastwick residents
over the years, the careful administration of the urban renewal
plan by local public agencies has contributed to the many exceptional
development achievments that have made Eastwick what it is today.
However, a large amount of development land still remains in East-
wick and there are many more development milestones yet to be
reached in Eastwick in future years.

In considering Eastwick's extensive development future and other
aspects of the development process, including current development-
related problems, it was decided to initiate a detailed review of



the Eastwick Plan and project. Therefore in April 1980, the City
Planning Commission gave approval for its staff to undertake a
development-issue oriented review of the Eastwick project. The
major component of this review was to be a reassessment of the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. There were three specific reasons
why this review was needed.

1. The Urban Renewal Plan for Eastwick is old. It was originally
approved by the Redevelopment Authority Board in 1957.
Over the years changes to the Plan have been incremental,
usually in the form of modifications or amendments which were
intended to permit or accommodate specific development propo-
sals. Since approved there have been seven modifications and
four amendments to the Plan for a total of eleven separate
changes, most of which had no direct relation to each other.

2. Although there has been substantial development progress
in Eastwick over the years, there is still a great deal of
development land remaining in the project area - almost seven
hundred acres. It is important, therefore, that the Urban
Renewal Plan land use designations and controls which govern
the development of this land reflect contemporary developer
and community needs, as well as consider the interests of the
larger Philadelphia community.

3. There were a number of significant development-related pro-
blems which were of common concern to Eastwick residents,
Eastwick developers and the City. Yet there had been few
efforts to address iss'ues associated with these problems in a
coordinated fashion. Some of these problems persisted thereby
leading to dissatisfaction and sometimes disagreements among
the parties active in Eastwick's development.

One of the basic goals of undertaking this review was the desire
to facilitate development in Eastwick. It is belleveS "that' updating
the urban renewal plan, primarily through recommending alternate
land use designations for certain parcels and liberalizing or
expanding development controls will improve the outlook for the
eventual development of the remaining Eastwick renewal land. The
pursuit of this goal, however, would not be alLowed to compromise
the pattern of compatible land use relationships that has been the
hallmark of Eastwick development since 1961.

Beyond the general desire to facilitate Eastwick development
there were two other objectives which were implicit in the under-
taking of the review of the Eastwick area. The first objective was
to make available a substantial amount of improved development
land for marketing by the Redevelopment Authority. This land
consists of a series of renewal parcels which are located on paved
streets and have access to water and sewer service. For many
years this land was under contract to a developer who was either
uninterested in or unable to develop it. The second objective was
to establish a more regular dialogue among those parties who are
most involved in Eastwick development, namely the community



organization (The Eastwick Project Area Committee), the principal
residential and commercial developers (the New Eastwick Corporation
and the Korman Corporation), and the staffs of the local pub lie
agencies (the City Planning Commission and the Redevelopment Auth-
ority). Achieving these latter two objectives necessarily required
more than a critical technical review of the Eastwick Urban Renewal
Plan, and led to the establishment of a joint community, developer
and pub lie agency committee. This committee, which became known
as the Eastwick Plan Review Committee, was convened by the City
Planning Commission for the dual purposes of reviewing the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan and discussing development related issues that
had arisen in Eastwick.

The main purpose of this report, is to describe the Urban Renewal
Plan Review process, and to make specific recommendat ions to amend
the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. A secondary purpose, is to high-
light certain Eastwick development issues considered by the East-
wick Plan Review Committee and describe the actions undertaken
in an attempt to resolve them. In addition, the report documents
the substantial development progress which has been made through
renewal and underscores the fact that much more development must
take place before the Eastwick Project is finished. The report
also provides background on development proposals submitted while
the Plan review process was ongoing, several of which resulted
in recommendations to amend the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan.



II. Eastwick Redevelopment
I n i tiat i ng_R_en e w a 1

The Eastwick area was certified for urban renewal by the City
Planning Commission in 1950. At this time large sections of East-
wick, which then had a population of approximately 19,000, were
undeveloped because much of the land was low lying and marshy. Some
of the built-up sections of Eastwick, many which did not have paved
street's or sanitary or storm sewers, were also subject to flooding.
The condition of properties in the developed areas varied substan-
tially, but the majority of these properties were in relatively poor
condition. The 1950 Census showed that 30 percent of the dwelling
units in the area being considered for clearance were dilapidated or
had no private bath and that 15 percent of these dwell ing units were
overcrowded. Also an early 1950's survey of 500 of the properties
in this area found that 84 percent were tax delinquent. The
certification of Eastwick was followed by a series of extensive
planning, engineering and market studies, preparatory to undertaking
the redevelopment of Eastwick.

In 1954, the Eastwick Redevelopment Area Plan, which outlined a
general redevelopment proposal for the area, was prepared by the
City Planning Commission. In addition to presenting an overall land
use plan and setting general land coverage and population density
standards, the Eastwick Redevelopment Area Plan established the
major street pattern for the project area. In 1957 the Redevelop-
ment Authority prepared the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan which
detailed proposed redevelopment activities and separated Eastwick
into a conservat ion area and a clearance and redevelopment area.
The conservation area was located in the northern part of Eastwick
and the clearance and redevelopment area comprised the balance of
the project area (see Map B on page 7). The Urban Renewal Plan
also set project standards, specific regulations and development
controls, and detailed the proposed minor street system for Eastwick
neighborhoods.

The City approved the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan in May 1958.
During this same year the Redevelopment Authority began to negotiate
for the purchase of and to condemn property in the 2500 acre East-
wick Project Area as a first step in implementing the Plan. In so
doing the Redevelopment Authority acquired almost 5800 properties,
of which more than 2500 had structures thereon. Many of these 2500

Planners, Eastwick., Churchill, Henry S., et.al. Eastwick
Redevelopment Area Report (Philadelphia, Pa.: consultant study,
1953), p. 2.
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properties contained occupied residential tmildings3. In all the
Redevelopment Authority acquired almost 2300 acres of land in
Eastwick. The remaining 200 acres of the Eastwick project area were
excluded from condemnat ion. For the most part these excluded
properties were those with structures that were in relatively good
condition, those located in non-critical areas such that they would
not interfere with redevelopment plans, or those located at higher
elevations and therefore not subject to flooding.

The Design for Eastwick

In 1960 the Redevelopment Authority approved the design for the
physical development of Eastwick. The design was conceived and
executed by Dr. C. A. Doxiadis, an internationally respected archi-
tect and engineer, as a consultant to the New Eastwick Corporation.
Dr. Doxiadis believed that good design was essential to the creation
of successful human settlements, and that community planning should
be approached in a scientific manner. His design reflected two
major themes established in the early planning for this new urban
renewal area. First there was a desire to create a somewhat self-
sufficient area where people could live, play, shop, worship,
and work. Second, there was a desire to create a residential envi-
ronment of a somewhat surburban character in the Eastwick project
area. Careful assignment of land use districts, minimizing through
streets in residential areas and providing a greenway system were
all intended to achieve this second goal. These two themes in some
ways resemble Ebenezer Howard's classic Garden City ideal, and
Eastwick was often described as a developing city within a City.
Some of the major Eastwick Plan design elements are:

1. Development Sectors
Within Eastwick major streets are used to divide the project
area into development sectors. Residential development sectors
are assigned numerical designations (Stages I, II, III, & IV).
Industrial development sectors are assigned alphabetical desig-
nations (Stages A, B, and C). Particular attention was given to
the separation of discordant land uses within the project area.
For example, Limited Industrial land use districts are placed
where ever a residential development stage is directly opposite
an industrial development stage.

2. Land Use

The design for Eastwick shows a clear intention to achieve
a reasonable land use mix within each of the residential de-
velopment stages. Land use districts are allocated so that
shopping, recreation areas, institutions and public facil-
ities are not only accessible but also convenient to most resi-
dences within the particular development stage. Also, each

3 City Planning Commission, Philadelphia, E^astwick Redevelopment
Area Plan (Philadelphia, Pa.: 1954), p.4, and;

Lowry, Joseph F., "Eastwick: A $200 Million Renewal Dream", The
Evening Bulletin. (October 11, 1976), pp.11-12.



residential stage provides for a mix of both single and multi-
family housing

3. Street Pattern

Each residential development stage within the project area has
an internal street network comprised mostly of cul-de-sac
streets which connect with feeder streets which in turn inter-
sect with the major streets in Eastwick. This street pattern
minimizes vehicular traffic through the residential areas.

4. Walkway System

The design also provides for a walkway system for the entire
project area which utilizes links between the heads of cul-de-
sac streets. These links are often improved so that they
become active or passive recreation space in addition to being
an element of the walkway system. The system provides direct
and relatively safe pedestrian access to most parts of the
neighborhoods.

5. Sh opp1ng Are as

In addition to the land set aside for shopping areas within
the neighborhoods there is land reserved for a major shopping
center for Eastwick. This land, located at the southwest corner
of Island Avenue and Lindbergh Boulevard, is at the approximate
geographic center of the project area.

6. Industrial Districts

The two main industrial sections of Eastwick (Stages A and B)
have land reserved for both light and general industrial uses.
A separate industrial area street layout has permitted a reason-
able subdivision of the land to meet specific developer needs.
Many of the industrial parcels are now served by rail or have
access to nearby railroad service.

Most of these major elements of the Doxiadis design for Eastwick are
incorporated in the community as built to date.

Land Use Apportionment

There have been a number of different land use allocations for the
Eastwick project area over the years since the plan was first
approved. Land use changes have occurred for a variety of reasons,
the most common being problems encountered during development,
requests from the community or the developer, or re-evaluation of
segments of the plan. Land in Eastwick is currently apportioned in
the following general way:

1. 900 acres are designated for residential and related uses
(Stages I, II, and IV, including recreational, institutional
and commercial uses).
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2. 750 acres are designated or are scheduled to be re-designated
for industrial, commercial related to industrial and airport
related commercial uses (Stages A, B, C, and III).4

3. 850 acres are designated for airport clear zone, streets and
L-95 right of way purposes.

It LS likely that the Eastwick land use allocation pattern
will continue to change, if only marginally, as development continues
in the project area. There are a series of recommendations in
this report which would result in changes in land use for several
Eastwick development parcels.

Changes to the Plan

There have been four amendments and seven modifications to the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. Often an individual amendment or
modification made several changes to the urban renewal plan at one
time. In addition to changing land use these amendments and modifi-
cations made other changes to the plan. Revisions to regulations or
controls, adjustments to street or utility rights of way, provision
to assist owners of excluded properties in need of rehabilitation,
and boundary adjustments are typical of these other changes. These
changes came about for many of the same reasons identified in the
previous paragraph on land use allocations. The amendments and
modifications to the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan include:

1. Three plan actions authorizing eleven separate land use changes;

2. Three plan actions permitting additional uses within certain
land use categories;

3. Five plan actions modifying existing or adding new develop-
ment controls;

4. Two plan actions making adjustments to certain project area
streets, and;

5. Eight plan actions making a variety of technical changes to
the Urban Renewal Plan.

A more detailed summary of the amendments and modifications to the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan LS in Appendix A.

Despite the large number of individual actions covered by the
various amendments and modifications, the plan for Eastwick has
changed relatively little with respect to land use over the last
twenty years. Ironically, the groundwork for the single largest
land use change to the Eastwick Plan was established several years

4 The final Environmental Impact Statement for Eastwick, published
in February, 1976, explicitly prohibits the residential development

!of Stage III because the area is'subject to high levels of noise and
air pollution and because of great potential for flooding.
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ago but the change itself has yet to be made. This change would
affect all of Stage III, a 90 acre tract located in southwestern
Eastwick. In the mid 1970's the environmental assessment of
/Eastwick found that there were significant adverse environmental
! impacts on portions of the project area which could not be avoided.
These impacts included air pollution, noise pollution (both exist-
ing and projected levels from Philadelphia International Airport
sources and projected levels from 1-95 and other roadway sources)
and majfljc—potential for flooding. The incidence and intensity of
these adverse impacts~VaTy~acc"brding to location, and Stage III was
found to be heavily affected by them. These findings resulted in a
Final Environmental Impact Statement in which, among other things,
HUD required that the land use for Stage III be changed from resi-
dential to a use that would be less affected by the negative envi-
ronmental factors.5 Prior to the HUD mandate there were other
ideas about changing the land use of Stage III, and these are
described in the chapter on Plan Review Process Recommendations.

Development Progress

The physical redevelopment of Eastwick began in the early 1960's
with a residential subdivision, and has continued to date almost
without interruption. Although it was originally projected that
10,000 new dwe.JJ.ing units would be constructed in Eastwick™Hmd use

"changes from residential to non-residential categories (e.g. those
proposed for the Mini Town Center and Stage III) will result in a
substantial reduction in the total n"mber of units that can be
built. It is currently estimated that Eastwick will have had a
total of 7.000 new dwelling units constructed when the project is
complete.

Residential development started in the northeastern end of the
project area and progressed southwestwardly through Stage I, Upper
Stage II, and portions of Stage IV and Lower Stage II.6 Stage I
and Upper Stage II are mostly developed while LotreT" SCage IT "and
Stage IV have substantial amounts of development land remaining. To
date almost 4200 housing units have been constructed, including
approximately 2900 houses and 1300 apartment units. A variety of
single family house types have been constructed throughout Eastwick,
including economical attached houses, mid-size attached and semi-
detached houses, and spacious detached houses. The multi-family
housing units are concentrated in three separate family apartment

5 HUD would allow renewal activities to continue in the project
area only if the Final EIS requirements were satisfied. In addition
to changing the Stage III land use other HUD requirements are_;__
1) that all jresidentialjcommejrc^ial, and industrial development must
be_grcTected from 100 jrear floods,, and, 2) noise attenuation mea-
sures^must be incorporated into new construction in certain sections
of Eastwick.

6 Stage II is bisected by Lindbergh Boulevard. The portion which
is north of Lindbergh Boulevard is Upper Stage II, and the portion
which is south is Lower Stage II.
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complexes, and one apartment complex for the elderly. Penrose Park
Apartments at Island Avenue and Lindbergh Boulevard, Lindbergh Park
Apartments at Lindbergh Boulevard and Mario Lanza Boulevard, and
Cobblestones Village Apartments at 84th Street and Lindbergh Boule-
vard, are the family apartment developments and Unico Village at
72nd Street and Grovers Avenue is the apartment development for the
elderly.

As residential development progressed, and the Eastwick neighbor-
hoods became increasingly populated, new neighborhood commercial
development became feasible. Most of Eastwick's commercial uses
are concent rated in two neighborhood shopping centers and the first
section of a major shopping center. These centers were built
through renewal and contain numerous retail shops and service firms.
The major shopping center, located at the southwest corner of
Island Avenue and Lindbergh Boulevard, opened about three years ago
and has been very successful. There have been few vacant shops
since the opening and a new fast food restaurant was recently
constructed in the center. These three centers contain more than
thirty separate retail businesses which serve the Eastwick community.
In total over 165,000 square feet of retail space have been built
through renewal in Eastwick.

Development of Eastwick's industrial land has generally been
successful despite a somewhat erratic development pace during
the early years. The industrial development situation improved
markedly in the mid 1970's when the Philadelphia Industrial Develop-
ment Corporation assumed responsibility for marketing most of the
Stage A and Stage B industrial land. About 1.3 million square feet
of industrial space has been built through renewal in Eastwick, and
there are currently more than thirty five active businesses located
in Stages A and B. These businesses have brought more than 1600
jobs to the Eastwick area. Also, there are several other firms
who either have new buildings in construction, or are planning to
build in Eastwick in the near future. The incentives that PIDC has
to offer qualified industrial and commercial developers, including a
write down on land costs, tax exempt financing, and expert technical
assistance in a number of areas, are proving to be very effective in
bringing new industry to Eastwick. Eastwick's excellent location
with respect to major highways is also a positive factor in attrac-
ting new industry, and it is expected that the completion of 1-95 in
this area will make Eastwick even more attractive to prospective
industrial developers. Incoming firms, in conjunction with the
Eastwick PAC, attempt to hire community residents when possible.

The public sector set the pace for most of the redevelopment which
occurred in Eastwick by providing the rather unspectacular, yet
very expensive, infrastructure for all of the development stages.
Indeed, were it not for continuous debris removal, filling, com-
pacting and other land preparation activities, street construction
and new water and sewer system construction, Eastwick would have
probably had only a small fraction of the development which has
oc'curred over the last 20 years. The public sector is also in
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forefront of providing community amenities for both the devel-
and the established Eastwick neighborhoods. A variety of

hi c facilities are either completed or partially developed in
different sections of Eastwick.

TABLE I: PUBLIC FACILITIES IN EASTWICK

PROJECT YEAR COMPLETED

Penrose Park - 74th Street and
Lindbergh Boulevard

Neighborhood Parks (4) - 63rd Street
and Lindbergh Boulevard

Playground - 77th Street and Elmwood
Avenue.

Clearview Park - 77th Street and
Buist Avenue

Eastwick Regional Park - 80th Street
and Buist Avenue

Pepper Middle School Playground -
84th Street and Lyons Avenue

Penrose Lower School - 78th Street
and Buist Avenue

Pepper Middle School - 84th Street
and Lyons Avenue

Eastwick Branch Library - Island
Avenue and Lindbergh Boulevard

1971

1976

1974

1980

1979

1976

1975

1980

TOTAL COST

$ 53,000

105,000

120,000

100,000

$ 500,000
to date

450,000

2,500,000

8,000,000

1,000,000

Both the community and the developers work closely with local public
agencies to ensure that Eastwick public facilities are appropriate
to the growing community's needs.

Remaining Development Land

Although not realizing some of the early production goals, public
and private sector development progress in Eastwick is impressive.
Almost 70 percent of this huge project area, more than 1600 acres,
either is developed or is committed for development. This amounts
to an average of 80 acres of land redeveloped per year since construc-
tion of the first new house was begun in 1961. Yet, even with this
remarkable progress, there is still a substantial amount of remaining
land in Eastwick. In total, almost 700 acres of land remain available
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for redevelopment in all of the various Eastwick development stages
(see Map E on page 19). This remaining land is designated for develop-
ment under the following general land use categories:

1. 270 acres for Residential and related uses;

2. 105 acres for Airport Related Commercial Uses (this assumes a
land use change for Stage III) and;

3. 315 acres for Industrial and related uses.

There is a good deal of variety in the size and location of the
various parcels within these general land use categories. At one
extreme, an entire development stage, almost 90 acres in size (Stage
III), has not yet had its first development. At the other extreme, many
exceptionally small parcels, some less than one tenth of an acre in
size, also have not been developed. Some of the parcels are prorainantly
located on major streets or at intersections of major streets, while
many others are considerably less noticeable because they are located
between built up properties, or on smaller streets in otherwise de-
veloped Eastwick neighborhoods. As will be discussed in more detail
later, the size and location of the remaining development parcels are
important because they directly influence the development planning and
marketing strategy for individual renewal parcels.
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III. The Plan Review Process
Eastwick is a complex and very active redevelopment area. At any
given time there may be several, often quite diverse, development
proposals submitted for review by the City. In order not to un-
necessarily delay development in Eastwick while the urban renewal
plan review was ongoing, and because of the complexity and size of
the Eastwick project area, it was decided to initiate a multi-
faceted review of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. There are three
distinct elements of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan review process:

1. Technical Evaluation of the Plan

2. Development Proposal Review

3. The Plan Review Committee

Items considered under each of these three elements influenced
changes made to the urban renewal plan during the plan review
period, or changes to the plan recommended within this report.

Techj-iical Evaluation of the Plan

The technical evaluation, a careful examination of the current
Eastwick Urban Renewal Pl'an and its exhibits, was undertaken
independently by the City Planning Commission and the Redevelopment
Authority. The plan was reviewed with a particular awareness of
the process through which development occurs in Eastwick, and the
current status of development of all of the Eastwick development
stages. The intent of this review was to identify any obvious areas
of deficiency or inconsistency, whether caused by the great lapse
of time since the plan was originally approved or caused by other
factors, such as subsequent incremental changes to the plan.
This evaluation occured at the very beginning of the plan review
process and helped to identify issues which might be discussed
by a yet to be formed committee whose main function would be to
review the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan. More basic, however, this
review gave the City and the Redevelopment Authority a better sense
of the need for pursuing changes to the urban renewal plan in
specific areas. Among other things, the evaluation of the urban
renewal plan concluded that it would be desirable to work for the
release of a series of undeveloped renewal parcels located in the
established neighborhoods, to change the land use designations of
certain Eastwick development parcels, and to extend the period
during which the urban renewal plan development controls would
remain in effect.

DevelopmejTt Proposal Review

It was determined early in the thinking about the review of the



TABLE II: DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS FOR EASTWICK RENEWAL LAND - APRIL 1980 TO JULY 1981

PROPOSAL SITE ACREAGE STATUS

6.
7.
8.
9.
10
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.

16

Medical Center - 17,000 square feet
Medical Center - 2,500 square feet
Hotel - 300 rooms, office building -
50,000 square feet

Foam rubber fabrication plant -
40,000 square feet

Printiiig plant - 102,000 square feet

Office and Warehouse -
Multi-family housing -
Mini-storage facility
Plastic products plant
Distribution facility
Office and Laboratory
Office and Warehouse -
Multi-family housing -
Multi-family housing -
Warehouse (Free Trade
41,000 square feet
Condominium Complex -

16,000 square feet
100 units

- 95,000 square feet
- 20,000 square feet
- 33,000 square feet
- 8,000 square feet
6,000 square feet
112 units
158 units
Zone) -

176 units

Parcel 3, Stage I (partial)
Parcel 14, Stage II
Stage III (partial)

Parcel C-l, Stage A
Parcel D, Stage A

E, Stage A (partial)
A, Stage A
A, Stage A
E, Stage A (partial)
E, Stage A (partial)
C, Stage A
C-3, Stage A
B, Stage A
B, Stage A

Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel
Parcel

17. Hotel - 400 rooms

18. Commercial recreation complex

19. Motel

20. Church

Parcel F, Stage A (partial)
Parochial School site, Stage II

Parcel H, Stage A

Vicinity of the Airport Clear
Zone

Vicinity of Bartram Avenue and
Island Avenue

Parochial School Site, Stage II
(partial)

2.3 In Construction
1.0 Withdrawn

12.0 Deve1opme nt
Proposed

3.4 Withdrawn
8.4 Development

Approved
2.0 Completed
6.7 Disapproved
6.7 Withdrawn
5.9 Withdrawn
4.1 Completed
0.9 In Construction
1.7 In Construction
8.0 Disapproved
8.0 Disapproved

3.6 In Construction
9.6 Development

Proposed
15.9 Development

Proposed
Development
Proposed

Development
Proposed

Development
9.6 Proposed
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Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan Chat consideration of any development
proposals submitted during the Plan Review period should be an
integral part of the plan review process. Each development proposal
would be evaluated in the standard fashion by public agency staff
(i.e. conf ormance to urban renewal plan land use and controls, the
quality of the proposal in terms of siting of buildings, architec-
tural design, selection of materials, etc.). But each proposal
would also be considered in the larger context of how well it fit
with the developing Eastwick community as it exists today. There
were twenty different development proposals which were submitted
during the Plan review period (April 1980-July 1981). Of these
twenty proposals, fifteen (numbers 1 through 15 on Table II) were
specific , formal development proposals , while the other five (numbers
16 through 20 on Table II) were considerably more preliminary in
nature. Map F on page 25 shows the general location and status of
these twenty development proposals.

At least ten of the development proposals within these two groups
either were predicated on changing the urban renewal plan in a
certain way, or they provoked discussions among public agency
staff about possible changes to the urban renewal plan. Several of
these ten proposals were withdrawn or were disapproved, and there-
fore did not result in any formal recommendations to change the
urban renewal plan. The evaluation of the other active proposals,
however, clearly indicated that some proposals to change the urban
renewal plan were not only reasonable, but desirable. The medical
center proposal for Parcel 3, the hotel proposal for Parcel H, and
the hotel and office building proposal for Stage III led to specific
recommendations to amend the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan.

The Plan Review

There are different, sometimes multiple, interests represented by
the various organizations and agencies that participate in the
development of Eastwick. Generally, local interests are represented
by the Eastwick PAC, developer interests are represented primarily
by the New Eastwick Corporation and the Korman Corporation, and
the interests of the larger community, the City of Philadelphia,
are represented by those local public and quasi-public agencies
which are active in Eastwick' s redevelopment. These different
interests are not necessarily in conflict, and on occasion there
is unanimous support among the organizations and agencies for
pursuing certain development objectives. It is always possible,
however, that a particular development decision, or a proposal to
change the urban renewal plan made by the public agencies might
favor one interest group while adversely affecting the interests of
another group. The City Planning Commission believed that a techni-
cal review of the urban renewal plan and an expanded review of
development proposals by public agencies would not, in themselves,
ensure that all substantive points of view were considered. Since
different groups have a vested interest in Eastwick development
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it was decided that the Plan review process should allow for
the open discussion of proposals for Plan change, and of issues
associated with the area's development that are germane to Plan
review. Early input from the community and the developers was felt
to be important to the success of the review of the urban renewal
plan. Consequently, in early September 1980, the City Planning
Commission formally proposed that a committee, comprised of repre-
sentatives from the various groups directly involved in Eastwick
development, be formed for the purpose of discussing changes to the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan and certain development related issues.
This committee, although never officially named, came to be known
as the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.

The Eastwick Plan Review Committee held its first meeting on Sept-
ember 23, 1980 and met monthly, sometimes bi-monthly, thereafter.
In addition to City Planning Commission staff the following organi-
zations sent representatives to this first and subsequent Eastwick
Plan Review Committee meetings:

The Eastwick Project Area Committee

The Korman Corporation

The New Eastwick Corporation

The Redevelopment Authority

The Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation was also
invited to have a representative attend Eastwick Plan Review
Committee meetings but they preferred to participate only when
substantive industrial area issues were discussed.7 it was
understood at the outset that participation in the Committee would
not abrogate the rights of participants to voice opinions different
from those expressed by the committee on any given issue. City
Planning Commission staff chaired the meetings and directed the work
of the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.

In order to maximize the opportunity for participation, the Commit-
tee alternated between Center City and Eastwick area meeting loca-
tions, and held evening as well as daytime meetings. Any interested
party could attend the Eastwick Plan Review Committee meetings since
there were no restrictions as to the number of representatives from
any agency or organization. Also, City Planning Commission staff
solicited ideas about possible agenda items for consideration by
the committee from all participants. Although each of the organiza-
tions represented had suggestions about agenda items, the Redevelop-
ment Authority and the Eastwick PAC were particularly responsive.
The Committee attempted to make decisions by concensus. If a
concensus could not be reached then there were two possible outcomes

7 Members of the Eastwick Plan Review Committee are listed by
organization in Appendix B on page 85.
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1.

2.

no action was taken by Committee on the particular matter, or;

either the City Planning Commission or the City Planning
Commission and the Redevelopment Authority made the final
recommendation.

In the end the Committee was in.substantial agreement about many
of the issues considered and there were few times when an indepen-
dent public agency staff recommendation was necessary. Minutes were
kept for each Plan Review Committee meeting, A complete set of
those minutes are in Appendix C, beginning on page 87.

The Eastwick Plan Review Committee concluded its plan review work
on June 30, 1981. There were numerous topics discussed by the
Committee over the ten month work period, many which dealt directly
with plan changes, and many which dealt solely with development-
related issues. The City Planning Commission researched most of
these topics, prepared necessary materials, and gave introductory
presentations which were lead-ins to issue discussions.

Some of the major items discussed by the Committee were:

1. Problems associated with the Eastwick housing market

2. Capital Programming needs of Eastwick *

3. Eastwick street construction priorities *

4. Passed-over development parcels *

5. Industrial area development proposal status and development
prospects

6. Landscaping Controls *

7. Sign Controls *

8. Section 8 housing opportunities for Eastwick

9. Walkway System problems

10. Land use change for Stage III *

11. Instituting a side-yard disposition program *

12. Formation of a development co-ordinating committee *

In most cases consideration of an item by the Eastwick Plan Review
Committee resulted in a recommendation to amend the urban renewal
plan or to initiate other action. The asterisks indicate those
items for which the Committee recommended that a specific action
be undertaken.
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IV. Plan Review Process Recommendations

There are two types of recommendation resulting from the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan review process; those proposing urban renewal plan
related actions, and those proposing development related actions. The
development related recommendations are addressed separately because
they propose extraordinary actions not normally undertaken in con-
junction with Eastwick Plan implementation. Also, as noted in the
Summary of the Report, certain of these recommendations have been formal-
ly proposed and acted upon, while other recommendations are being
proposed for the first time within this report. This chapter,
therefore, has separate sections which detail the plan related and
development related recommendations, and indicate the general status
of each recommendat ion.

Although many of the individual items covered in this chapter were
considered under at least two elements of the plan review process
(e.g. development proposal review and Plan Review Committee discus-
sion), some were considered under only one element. The following
symbols, located after each recommendation, indicate the element(s)
under which that specific item was considered.

* Technical Evaluation of the Plan
** Development Proposal Review
*** Eastwick Plan Review Committee

Pro an Re newa 1 P 1 an Ac t ions

A. To amend and Eastwick Urban enewal^
the land use of Parcel 3, Stage I (The Mini Town Center' site)
from Semi-Public Institutional to Public Institutional, to
incorporate new development controls for _th_is parcel into the
urban renewal plan, and to permit medical center and library
uses in Semi-Public Institutional districts. The individual
components of this proposal are described below.

Technica1 Note: The first section of this chapter discusses an
executed modification and a proposed amendment to the urban renewal
plan which deal directly with the Mini Town Center Site (Parcel 3,
Stage I). The Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan Land Use Map, revised __
to August, 1976 shows Parcel 3 as Semi-Public Institutional, hence
it was generally assumed that this parcel, which was previously
residential, had undergone a change in land use. Recent research
done forithis report has determined that a land use change was
made, for only a portion of Parcel 3, specifically the Eastwick
Branch Library site which is now Semi-Public Institutional. The
balance of Parcel 3 (approximately 9.7 acres), however, is actually
residential.
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Component __# I. To change the land use of Parcel 3, Stage I, (the
Mini Town Center Site) from Semi-Public Institutional to Public
Institutional and to incorporate new development controls for
this parcel into the urban renewal plan.**

Background. In the early 1970's there were a series of discus-
sions among the public agencies, the community and the Eastwick
developers about reserving land which would be eventually
developed as a center for community services. These discussions
were initiated by the Eastwick PAC because they felt that the
clearance associated with renewal had eliminated much of East-
wick's indigenous public and private institutional delivery
network. After considering the matter there was general support
for the community's request to set aside land for a center for
community service facilities. Parcel 3 in Stage I, which is
almost at the' geographic center of Eastwick, was selected for
this purpose. The community service center, now known as the
Mini Town Center, was conceived as a place where public and
private service buildings and community facilities could be
jointly developed. The community's desire to have both public
and private development occur in the Mini Town Center was
evidenced by the list of specific uses which they proposed for
the site. These uses included a community center, a-medical
center, an information/municipal service center, a community
auditorium and meeting rooms, a public library, a day care
service facility and indoor recreation facilities. This joint
development concept was also emphasized by several early site
schemes which show a cluster type of development on Parcel 3
with shared access drives and parking facilities.

Although there was general support for developing Parcel 3
with a mix of community service facilities there were two
major problems. First, none of the existing land use categories
within the urban renewal plan permitted all of the uses that
were proposed for the site and, second, the existing development
controls in the urban renewal plan were not written in a way
that they could adequately handle cluster developments. The
latter problem was serious because the complete development of
Parcel 3 with any grouping of the proposed uses could only be
accomplished, realistically, by several different developers
over an extended period of time. This point has already been
demonstrated by the first two developments which are sited in
the Mini Town Center, The Eastwick Branch Library, a public
development, was opened in the Fall of 1980 while the Mercy
Catholic Medical Center, a private development, is still in the
early stages of construction. Hence, to address these problems,
public agency staff and the community jointly prepared a special
set of development controls for the Mini Town site.8 In
addition to identifying the specific uses which are to be
permitted and providing for the organized, incremental, develop-
ment of the site with a variety of different uses, the controls
also provide for common design and siting elements. These common

The proposed Mini Town Controls are in Appendix D, p. 137.
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elements (e.g. building height restriction and setback controls)
will help to visually unify the different buildings thereby
reinfore ing the image of a center for community services. Due
to the wide range of uses envisioned and because pub lie uses
comprise the majority of the uses proposed for the Mini Town
Center, public agency staff have recommended that the land use
for Parcel 3 be changed to Public Institutional.

C_om_p_o_nent. #2_. To include medical centers as a permitted use
in Semi-Public Institutional districts.**

Background. In late Fall of 1980, the Mercy Catholic Medical
Center group formalized their plans to build a new medical
center in Eastwick. The proposal was to develop a one story,
17,400 square foot facility with fourteen medical suites on a
2.3 acre portion of Parcel 3 in Stage I. The building will be a
condominium facility jointly developed by Mercy Catholic and a
group of medical practioners who will have medical offices
there. At this time it was believed that Parcel 3 in its
entirety was designated as a Semi-Public Institutional district.
In early 1981, as architectural working drawings and building
specifications were finalized it became essential for Mercy
Catholic to have remaining, substantive legal requirements
quickly satisfied or completed. One impediment was, that
although not expressly prohibited, a medical center was not a
use that was permitted on Parcel 3. It was originally intended
by public agency staff to allow a medical center on Parcel 3
when the land use for the entire parcel was changed to Public
Institutional and the Mini Town Center development controls were
incorporated into the urban renewal plan. However, such a land
use change requires that the urban renewal plan be amended.
This is a relatively time consuming process requiring both
Redevelopment Authority Board and City Planning Commission
action in addition to an action by City Council. To eliminate
this impediment, public agency staff proposed to modify the
urban renewal plan to allow medical centers in Semi-Public
Institutional districts. This would help to expedite the
medical center development by shortening the approval process
since urban renewal plan modifications require only Redevelop-
ment Authority and City Planning Commission approvals.

Component #3. To include libraries as a permitted use in Semi-
Public Institutional districts.*

Background. Almost ten years after being proposed the Eastwick
Branch Library was dedicated in December, 1980. The library is
located on the southern portion of Parcel 3 and was the first
building developed on the Mini Town Center site. This portion of
Parcel 3 is designated as a Semi-Public Institutional district and
although not expressly prohibited, a library use was not permitted
in this district.

The library had always been envisioned as one of the anchors
of the Mini Town Center site, however, even in the final
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planning stages there was never any formal action taken to
permit libraries in Semi-Public Institutional districts. To
rectify this oversight, public agency staff proposed to include
libraries as a permitted use in Semi-Pub lie Institutional
districts.

The proposal to modify the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan to permit
medical centers and libraries in Semi-Public Institutional districts
was made by public agency staff in February, 1981. The proposal
to amend the Eastwick Urbn Renewal Plan to change the land use of
Parcel 3, Stage I to Public Institutional and to incorporate new
development controls for this parcel was made by public agency staff
in June, 1981.

PAC Action

R.A. Act ions

PCPC Actions

The Eastwick PAC endorsed the proposed plan
modification and amendment at its March, 1981
meeting.

The Redevelopment Authority Board approved
the proposed plan modification on March 4, 1981
and the proposed plan amendment on June 29, 1981

The City Planning Commission approved the
proposed plan modification on March 5, 1981
and the proposed plan amendment on July 16,
1981.

8. To modify the Eastwick Urban Renej^al Plan to extend the effective
period of the urban renewal plan controls^.*

Background. When originally approved in 1957 the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan established a 25 year period during which
provisions of the plan, including land use designations and
development controls, would remain effect. This 25 year effective
period commenced with approval of the plan by City Council in 1958
and was due to expire in early 1983.
As previously noted, hundreds of acres of development land
remain in Eastwick and it is unlikely that all of this land
will be developed within the next two years. Therefore, public
agency staff proposed to extend the effective period for urban
renewal plan controls until December 31, 1999.

The proposal to modify the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan to extend
the effective period of the urban renewal plan controls was made by
public agency staff in February, 1981. Since the modification
was of a technical nature the Eastwick PAC was not formally requested
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to comment, however they were informally advised of the proposed action
by Redevelopment Authority staff.

R.A. Action The Redevelopment Authority Board approved the
proposed plan modification on March 4, 1981.

PCPC Action The City Planning Commission approved the pro-
posed plan modification on March 5, 1981.

C. To change the land use of Parcel H in Stage A from General
Industrial to Airport Related Commercial and to incorporate
development cont ro ls_f ojr̂ th is parce 1 into thê j>Ĵ an. **

Background. Over the last eighteen months PIDC has been contacted
by several different development groups who are interested in
developing Parcel H in Stage A with a 300 to 400 room hotel. Most
of these groups, two of them national chains, appear to have the
capability to successfully complete such a development project.
One of the main reasons PIDC is interested in pursuing this type
of development for Parcel H is because a hotel development
would create a large number of new jobs.9 Also, several
market studies completed since 1975 have concluded that the
airport area can successfully support a new hotel.

Parcel H is a 16 acre parcel which is located at the intersec-
tion of Island Avenue and Pennsylvania Route 291, directly
across from the Airport Sheraton Hotel. The site is now desig-
nated as General Industrial, a land use district which expressly
prohibits hotel development and it is zoned G-2 industrial, a
district which also prohibits hotels. Therefore, PIDC has
requested that the urban renewal plan land use be changed to
Airport Related Commercial and that the zoning be changed to C-3
commercial to enable them to market Parcel H for hotel develop-
ment. Since several major development groups are interested in
Parcel H, PIDC will competitively market the site to encourage
high quality development proposals.

The Korman Corporation, the New Eastwick Corporation and the
Eastwick PAC oppose the land use change for Parcel H. The
principal reason for their opposition is that the development of
Parcel H with a hotel will delay the Korman Corporation's
proposal for the development of a hotel and office building in
Stage III. However, Stage III is relatively unprepared for

9 A PIDC staff opinion is that hotel development of Parcel H
would generate 300 to 400 new jobs. This is considerably more
than would be expected if the site were to be developed industrially.
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development, requiring a substantial amount of f i l l , grading,
and costly new infrastructure (a more complete discussion of
Stage III development issues is covered in the next section).
Since Parcel H is ready for development- the City decided to
prioritize it over Stage III for a new airport area hotel.

The City Planning Commission and Redevelopment Authority staffs
agree with PIDC that Parcel H is an excellent site for a new airport
area hotel, and have recommended approval of the requested land use
and zoning changes. The proposal to amend the Eastwick Urban Renewal
Plan to change the land use of Parcel H to Airport Related Commer-
cial was made by public agency staff in June, 1981.

PAC Action The Eastwick PAC opposed the proposed plan
amendment to change the land use of Parcel H
at its July, 1981 meeting.

R.A. Action The Redevelopment Authority Board approved
the proposed plan amendment on June 29, 1981.

PCPC Action The City Planning Commission approved the
proposed plan amendment on July 16, 1981.

D. To change the land use of Stage III from Residential to Airport
Related Commercial.**/***

Background. In the original Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan, Stage
III, was designated to be developed with residential and related
uses. By the early 1970's, however, Eastwick developers and
public agency staff were seriously discussing alternate types of
development for Stage III because of a relatively new proposal
to construct a portion of 1-95 adjacent to the southern edge of
Stage III, and because of increasing recognition of the value of
Stage Ill's proximity to Philadelphia International Airport.
One particularly attractive concept was a proposal for the
development of the site with motel, office and other commercial
uses in addition to residential uses. This alternate use would
directly capitalize on Stage Ill's favorable location with
respect to Philadelphia International Airport. The proposed
commercial development was to be confined to the western portion
of Stage III, between 87th Street and the right of way of
1-95's Bartram Avenue off ramp. The eastern end of Stage III
was to remain residential because occupied residential and
institutional properties, which had been excluded from condemna-
tion, were located there. Although this development alternative
was seriously considered (a preliminary commercial development
program and site schemes had been prepared) these discussions
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never resulted in a land use change for Stage ILL.

By the mid 1970's, however, the Stage III development outlook
had changed radically. As previously noted, one of the major
findings of the environmental assessment of the Eastwick project
was that none of Stage HI should be developed residentially.
The Final Environmental Impact Statement for Eastwick, in fact,
states that designation of Stage III for "...commercial/airport
related uses ... appears to be a feasible alternative from an
environmental and a planning standpoint."10 The EIS, there-
fore, formalized the need to change the land use for all of
Stage III.

In the late summer of 1980 the Korman Corporat ion proposed
to begin the staged development of a fifty acre portion of Stage
III. This fifty acre section was, predictably, at the western
end of Stage III. They proposed to develop in the first phase a
350 room hotel and a 50,000 square foot office building on about
12 acres of land which is close to 87th Street. Their submis-
sion was predicated on a series of necessary public actions.
They wanted to have the urban renewal plan land use changed from
Residential to Airport Related Commercial and to have the
existing zoning changed from partially R-5 Residential, C-2
Commerclal and G-2 Industrial to an appropriate commercial
zoning district (presumably C-3 commercial). They also wanted
the City to seek funds through the Urban Development Action
Grant (UDAG) program to finance the substantive site improve-
ments necessary to permit the construction of the first phase of
Stage III development.

Several unrelated factors influenced the formal City re-
sponse to the Korman Corporation's Stage III proposal. First, at
the time that the request was made there was a backlog of
previously submitted proposals awaiting city endorsement for
UDAG funding, and the City could not just ify "pFior 'it izing this
relatively new proposal over many of the others. Second, city
capital funds were not available for Stage III site improvements
because city-wide demands, and, more specifically, Eastwick
demands for capital funds were heavy. Third, as noted in the
previous section there is another publicly owned site in the
airport area (Parcel H), which is believed to be ideally suited
for hotel development. Parcel H does not require the extensive
site improvement work that Stage III does, and several develop-
ment groups are extremely interested in building a new hotel
there. Fourth, there is no demonstrated need at this time
for additional office space in the airport area, and it is
generally accepted that the office commercial market will-
not really become active there until 1-95 is completed

10 Philadelphia Area Office, HUD, Final Environmental Impact
Statement - Eastwick Urban Renewal Area (Philadelphia, PA:T976),
p. 46
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in this section of the city. In combiaat ion these factors
led to an initial response by the City not to support the
Korman proposal. At the request of the Korman Corporation, the
proposal was reconsidered by the City, but in the end no ac-
comodat ion could be reached.

Both the City Planning Commission and the Redevelopment Autho-
rity staff felt that the Korman proposal was excellent in that
it presented a very reasonable, phased development scheme for 50
acres of Stage III with uses appropriate to the site and its
location. The fact that the proposal was not fully supported
related more to the timing of the submission, and the current
circumstances, rather than any serious objections to the speci-
fics of the proposal. At some point in the future it would be
very desirable to have this type of development commence in
Stage III. Also, it would be useful to have a better sense of
how all, not just 50 acres, of Stage III can be developed. This
would require a determination of what can be done with the
excluded properties in the eastern portion of the development
stage. The Redevelopment Authority believes that a land use
change for Stage III is an essential prerequisite to permit
negotiation for the purchase of the Stage III properties that
are privately owned. The outcome of such negot iations would
be a first step in determining the manner, and the time frame,
in which the eastern end of Stage III can be developed.

This item was primarly considered under the development proposal
review element of the plan review process, but it was also
discussed by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee. There was
general agreement by the Committee that the Airport Related
Commercial district is appropriate for Stage III, but there were
differing opinions about when to make the land use change. The
Planning Commission, The Redevelopment Authority, the Korman
Corporation and the New Eastwick Corporation proposed to change
the land use as soon as reasonably possible, but the Eastwick
PAC representatives wanted to delay the land use change until
certain actions are taken to improve the housing situation of
Stage III excluded property owners. The few remaining resi-
dential properties in Stage III (4 owner occupied) do not have
sanitary or storm sewer service and some are in a general state
of disrepair. The PAC has requested that the City and the
Redevelopment Authority provide funds for sewer service and for
the repair of these properties. The general public agency staff
opinion is that the Final EIS findings concerning Stage III
prohibit the City from funding any residential improvements.
There was no specific action by the Committee on this matter,
however, the Redevelopment Authority representative agreed to
investigate whether his agency has any capability to satisfy the
PAC's request for public assistance for Stage III residents.

Recommendation. The consideration of the Eastwick PAC's concern
must be balanced with a recognition of the importance of the
major commercial development which could occur on Stage III.
In addition to the existing networks for community-developer-
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public agency communication, a recent proposal Co establish a
development coordinating committee (see page 71) will give the PAC
yet another forum for pursuing action on matters of concern to the
community. Therefore, given the scale and complexity of the de-
velopment that could be accommodated in Stage III, and that the
Final EIS for Eastwick has mandated action, City Planning Commission
and Redevelopment Authority staff recommend that the land use for
Stage III be changed from Residential to Airport Related Commercial
without undue delay.

E. To change the land use of a parcel of ground in the 8600
block pf Mario Lanz^ jtou 1 evard from Nej^ghborhqod ShoppIng
C ente^to LQca 1 CommercijtI /*/***

background. There are tw ) remaining retail commercial parcels
in Eastwick which are completely undeveloped. One is located on
the northwest corner of 84th Street and Lindbergh Boulevard and
the other is located in the 8600 block of Mario Lanza Boulevard.
Both of these parcels are designated for Neighborhood Shopping
Center development, yet they are distinctly different. The
first parcel which is 4.5 acres in size is directly across from
the Cobblestones Village Apartment complex. Because both 84th
Street and Lindbergh Boulevard are major streets it is
exposed to a high volume of vehicular traffic. As Stage IV
and Lower Stage II continue to develop, the traffic volume will
likely increase, improving the potential for extensive commer-
cial development of this parcel. The land use designation of
the 84th Street and Lindbergh Boulevard site should remain
Neighborhood Shopping Center. The 8600 Mario Lanza Boulevard
parcel, however, is only 1.2 acres in size and located in an
undeveloped section of Stage IV (construction of the new street
system has not even begun in this part of Eastwick). Because it
will eventually be serviced by relatively minor streets, and
because of its internal location in Stage IV, this parcel will
probably be a low volume, local traffic site even after Stage IV
development is completed. Also, the size of the Mario Lanza
Boulevard parcel will only permit a relatively small commercial
development. As public agency staff considered these difS—
ferences and reviewed the commercial districts in the plan it
was evident that the Local Commercial district, restricting
development to neighborhood oriented commercial uses, is a more
appropriate land use designation for the 8600 Mario Lanza
Boulevard parcel.

This item was considered under the technical evaluation element of
the plajn review process and was presented for discussion by the
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Eastwick Plan Review Committee. There was general agreement by the
Committee that the Local Commercial designation is appropriate for
the 8600 Mario Lanza Boulevard parcel.

Rec_pmmendation^ City Planning CommissLon and Redevelopment Autho-
rity staff recommend that the land use of the 8600 Mario
Lanza commercial parcel be changed from Neighborhood Shopping
Center to Local Commercial.

To change the land use of two of the three remaining
"development parceIs that: are resê rj/ed for church buiIdings
from Semi-Public Institutional to Residential.11*/***

Background. Throughout Eastwick there are many relatively
small development parcels located in the midst of otherwise
developed areas (for a more thorough discussion of these
parcels see page 62). Most of this land has been vacant
since renewal began, and now, surrounded by development,
it is often considered to be a liability for the community
in its current undeveloped state. Three of these parcels
are designated for church development, and have been fully
controlled by the Redevelopment Authority for years, yet
they have not been developed. City Planning Commission and
Redevelopment Authority staff believe that it would be advan-
tageous to both the community and the city to have most of these
parcels, including the three church parcels developed as soon as
possible. Since the development of the latter three parcels is
restricted by the current land use to church facilities, and
given that these parcels are located in almost completely
developed neighborhoods it is not likely that they would be
developed in the forseeable future. In this particular situa-
tion a land use change might facilitate the development of these
three renewal parcels. Naturally, any proposed land use must be
compatible with nearby existing land uses. Having reviewed the
individual sites, the following alternate land uses appear
feasible:

Parcel 18, Stage I - Residential. Parcel 18 is a 3 acre
parcel located in the 6600 block of Lindbergh Boulevard.
Preliminary site analysis showed that typical Eastwick
single family residential sub-division is not feasible
because the site is traversed by drainage and utility

The parcels reserved for church development are Parcels 18 and
19 in Stage I and Parcel 11 in Upper Stage II.
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rights-of-way and it is estimated that less than two of the
entire three acres are buildable. Development of the site
with apartments, garden or mid-rise, appears feasible, but
past community opposition to previous Stage I apartment
proposals makes this a low priority choice. Cluster de-
velopment of the site with condominium housing units appears
feasible and should be examined further.

Parcel 19, Stage 1 - Residential. Parcel 19 is 0.7 acre
parcel located in the 6400 block of Lindbergh Boulevard.
The small size and irregular configuration of the site
greatly restrict its development potential. Since the parcel
adjoins all of the residential properties on the east side
of the 6400 block of Dorel Street, Parcel 19 could be
subdivided and sold as rear and side yard additions to the
Dorel Street property owners. Many of these owners now use
Parcel 19 for off-street parking. This proposal is risky in
that some of the Dorel Street property owners may not wish
to acquire adjacent lots, leaving a series of. smaller
parcels with even less development potential than the
original parcel. Another general proposal for the develop-
ment of Parcel 19 was recently made by a prospective rede-
veloper. He proposes to build a single family home for his
own use at the 65th Street end of the parcel, and develop
the balance with residential garages for lease to the Dorel
Street homeowners. This proposal, if formalized, should be
seriously considered,

Parcel 11, Stage II - Residential. Parcel 11 is a 0.83
acre, rectangularly shaped parcel located on the west side
of 76th Street at Buist Avenue. It was thought this parcel
would eventually be acquired by the Clearview Methodist
Church which is directly across from it. The church and
Parcel 11 are separated by a paved drainage and utility
right-of-way. Principals of the church were recently
contacted concerning the purchase of Parcel 11 but there was
minimal interest shown. Barring any change in this situation
or other expression of interest in church development, the
residential development of the site appears to be a reason-
able alternative. Because the site is small it should be
advertised in combination with other nearby Redevelopment
Authority controlled property as part of a package of
parcels for residential development.

Other uses were considered for these three parcels. For example,
both Parcel 11 which adjoins Clearview Par.k, and Parcel 18 which
is close to Finnegan Playground could be used for recreation
purposes. This alternative was assigned a low priority however,
given that both neighborhoods are well served by recreational
facilities.

This item was considered by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee
and after several discussions it was agreed that it would be better
to attempt to market these parcels under the current land use
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before assigning a new land use. Responding to the Committee1s
recommendation, in August 1981, the Redevelopment Authority staff
took two steps in an attempt to market these parcels for church
development. First, they contacted principals of the Clearview
Methodist Church, which is close to Parcel 11 in Upper Stage II, to
determine if they would be interested in the land for church related
use. Second, they wrote individual letters to executives of the
religious denominations which are affiliated with the Metropolitan
Christian Council of Philadelphia. The letters described the three
sites and inquired as to whether there was any interest on their
part in these parcels. Plot plans of the parcels accompanied the
letters. Although no specific proposals have been made there were
two church groups which indicated that they are somewhat interested
in this land. If these groups desire. City Planning Commission and
Redevelopment Authority staff will assist in determining the fea-
sibility of pursuing the development of any of these sites for
church use.

Recommendation. City Planning Commission and Redevelopment Author-
ity staff support the concept of developing the church parcels under
the existing land use if this can be accomplished. However, if there
is no serious interest in church or related development within a
reasonable period of time, then land use changes are recommended for
these three parcels.

For Parcel 18, the City will work with the community and dev-
elopers to arrive at an acceptable and economically feasible
residential proposal for this site. A specific land use recom-
mendation will be made pending the outcome of these discussions.

For Parcel 19, the land use should be changed from Semi-Public
Institutional to Residential. The City will continue to work
with the prospective residential redeveloper who has expressed
interest in this site giving him preferential consideration for the
land that he needs for the single family dwelling. Preferential
consideration for the acquisition of the balance of Parcel 19 will
be given to rear and side yard redevelopers, if a reasonable overall
disposition pattern can be achieved. Secondary consideration for
the balance of Parcel 19 will be given to a mix of rental garages
and rear and side yards, if this should prove feasible. In this
case residential garages for lease will be allowed, under the
residential land use district, exclusively for Parcel 19.

For Parcel 11, the land use should be changed from Semi-Public
Institutional to Residential. This parcel should be packaged
with other Redevelopment Authority parcels for single family
housing development.
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G. To subdivide Parcel 14 in Upper Stage II, and to change the
land use of a portion of it from Residential to Local
Commercial • */***

Background. Parcel 14 is an irregularly shaped 1 acre site
located on the northwest corner of Chelwynde Avenue and Island
Avenue. Two portions of Parcel 14 extend through to Buist
Avenue and are adjacent to occupied residential properties
fronting on that street. Owners of properties which adjoin one
'leg' of Parcel 14 have expressed interest in acquiring portions
of it for use as side yards for their homes. The owner of a
neighborhood bar and grill, who has his business directly across
Buist Avenue from the second 'leg' of Parcel 14 has expressed
interest in acquiring it for use as a parking lot for his
patrons. He currently leases this land from the Redevelopment
Authority for this purpose.

Parcel 14 was under the New Eastwick Corporation's redevelopment
contract, however, they have recently released it for develop-
ment by others. Public agency staff believe that subdividing
the parcel so that 'legs' might be sold individually would not
damage the Redevelopment Authority's ability'to market the
balance (about 0.8 acres) of the parcel. To allow the inter-
ested individuals the opportunity to acquire this redevelopment
land, Parcel 14 should be subdivided into four separate parcels.
These parcels would consist of the one 'leg' at Island and Buist
Avenue, and the second 'leg' split into two parcels extending to
the rear property lines of the adjoining properties which front
on Buist Avenue, and the main portion of Parcel 14 which
extends from Island Avenue to 75th Street along Chelwynde
Avenue. Also, the land use of the Parcel 14 'leg' that is at
the southwest corner of Island Avenue and Buist Avenue should be
changed to the Local Commercial district, while the balance of
Parcel A would remain Residential. There are two reasons for
recommending this change. First, although a general parking lot
use is not expressly prohibited in residential districts under
the plan, to allow permanent parking for a commercial use on
residential land would establish an undesirable precedent in
Eastwick. Second, if the parking lot eventually was developed
commercially, the Local Commercial district would restrict its
development to neighborhood oriented uses. Future commercial
development interest is possible since Parcel 14, with its
considerable Island Avenue frontage, clearly has commercial as
well as residential development potential.

This item was considered by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.
There was general agreement by the Committee regarding the subdivis-
ion of Parcel 14, but no substantial discussion about the above
proposed land use change for the one portion of the parcel from
Residential to Local Commercial.

Recommendation. City Planning and Redevelopment Authority staff
recommend that Parcel 14 be subdivided in the manner described
above, and that the land use for the portion of Parcel 14 which is
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on the southwest corner of Island Avenue and Buist Avenue be changed
from Residential to Local Commercial. This recommended land use
change is contingent upon Redevelopment Authority staff having a
firm commitment from the prospective commercial redeveluper prior to
seeking formal City Planning Commission approval.

To__c_hange the land use of Parcel A, Stage B from Commercial
Related to Industrial to General Industrial.*

Background^ Parcel A is located on the northwest corner
of 70th Street and Essington Avenue, and it is somewhat
triangularly shaped with the apex being formed by the
intersection of those two streets (see Map N on page 55).
On early land use maps of Eastwick Parcel A was split
into two portions which were assigned separate land uses.
The apex of the triangle was designated as General Indus-
trial and the base of the triangle was designated as Commer-
cial Related to Industrial, with the former use governing
about 60 percent of the land area of Parcel A. Ironically,
land adjoining the base, just north of Parcel A was designa-
ted for General Industrial development (and is now com-
pletely developed by automobile dealerships as part of the
Eastwick Auto Mall) so the Commercial Related to Industrial
section actually separated two General Industrial land use
areas.

The Commercial Related .to Industrial land use district is a
rather unique land use district for Eastwick, in that it
only allows three specific uses. The permitted uses are:

1. financial institutions

2. restaurants with meeting1 rooms

3. bowling alleys

.There is also a provision that permits uses of the same gen-
eral character as above, but it is obvious that other, similar,
uses would be few. Presumably, this land use district was
created to encourage the development of commercial uses which
would directly service the developing industrial area. In the
mid 1970's several prospective commercial redevelopers had shown
interest in developing Parcel A. The commercial proposals were
substantial, requiring a great deal of land, and PIDC felt
strongly enough about their development potential that in 1975
they requested that the balance of Parcel A be changed from
General Industrial to Commercial Related to Industrial. Unfor-
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tunately, despite the change in land use, none of the commerclal
proposals resulted in new development.

Currently, the prospects for the commercial development of
Parcel A, as permitted in the Commercial Related to Industrial
district, appear rather poor since the immediate environment is
not one which is conductive to commercial development. One edge
of the site is directly opposite a large, dense, petroleum
product tank farm and another edge is opposite a large tract
Cover one hundred acres) of undeveloped industrial land. There
has been no serious commercial development interest in Parcel A
in recent years. In one way the restrictive commercial land use
designation of Parcel A has become a hinderance rather than
a help to development in Stage B. The Auto Mall located on
Essington Avenue, between 67th and 70th Streets, has grown
steadily over the years and a good deal of its success is
attributable to its busy highway location. It is highly
likely that other automobile dealerships will want to locate
in the Auto Mall in the future. Parcel A is the only remaining
PIDC owned development land that has Essington Avenue frontage
between 67th Street and 70th Street, but, automobile or truck
showrooms and service facilities are not permitted in Commercial
Related to Industrial districts. City Planning Commission and
PIDC staff have discussed this situation on several occasions
and agree that although the concept of reserving land for
commercial to service industry is generally good, in this
specific circumstance it is not very practical. Accordingly,
the land use of Parcel A should be changed to General Industrial
to conform to the rest of the land in this part of Stage B.
Staff of the Redevelopment Authority also support this position.

This item was primarily considered under the technical evaluation
element of the plan review process. Although some questions were
asked about the appropriateness of the Commercial Related to Indus-
trial land use designation for Parcel A at one Eastwick Plan Review
Committee meeting, the Committee never engaged in detailed consi-
deration of the matter.

Recomrnendation. City Planning Commission, Philadelphia Indus-
trial Development Corporation, and Redevelopment Authority staff
recommend that the land use of Parcel A, be changed from Commer-
cial Related to Industrial to General Industrial to permit its
eventual development with a wider range of uses which are more
closely related to existing, nearby Stage B uses.

I. To replace the existing sign controls within the urban renewal
plan with a new set of sign controls for commercial and indus-
trial districts.***
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Background. The existing sign controls in the urban renewal
plan are not, in any sense, comprehensive or explicit. One
of the more significant shortcomings is that the controls do
not disc inguish among the various commercial districts.
A single, brief statement about exterior signs applies to
all of the commercial areas regardless of the different
types and levels of development which are permitted in each
district. Another deficiency is that the current controls
do not establish a maximum allowable amount of signage
in any of the commercial areas. This is particularly
unreasonable given that certain commmercial development
sites, because of their size and varying plan controls, can
accomodate much more development than others. Also, the
existing controls do not regulate directional or other
necessary signs which tend to be located in parking areas
and accessways of commercial and industrial developments.
Over the years the existing controls have, in different
ways, been found unsatisfactory by the City, the community
and the various Eastwick developers.

To correct these deficiencies and to better organize the
controls for signs, City Planning Commission and Redevelop-
ment Authority staff prepared a set of new sign controls for
incorporation into the plan. Controls on signs imposed under
zoning, the existing signage within the area, and suggestions
made by the Eastwick PAC about controlling signs were all
considered before the new controls were written (the proposed
sign controls are in Appendix E, page 141). The major dif-
ferences between the existing and the proposed new sign controls
are that the new controls:

1. establish separate regulations for the major commercial
districts;

2. establish ratios, by district, which relate the allowable
amount of signage to store front width;

3. provide controls for necessary parking and directional
signage;

4. provide sign controls for multiple commercial uses in
detached buildings;

5. reduce the maximum amount of signage in limited indust-
rial areas, and;

6. prohibit the transfer of sign area allowances among dif-
ferent commercial uses.

The new controls also treat Airport Related Commercial and
Airport Related Industrial districts separately in that sign
controls will be prepared as specific proposals are submitted
for the development of these areas.

This item was considered by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.
Although the're was general agreement with most provisions of the
proposed controls, Eastwick PAC representatives objected to the
sections which permit free standing signs in Neighborhood Shopping
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Center and Local Commercial districts. Korman Corporation represen-
tatives, however, favored permitting free standing signs in these
districts, and requested that the maximum allowable sign area for
freestanding signs in Neighborhood Shopping Center districts be
increased. Despite several discussions, both within and apart from
Committee meetings, no significant progress was made regarding the
free standing sign issue. It therefore was agreed to have City
Planning Commission staff and Redevelopment Authority staff confer
and make the final recommendation on the matter. Subsequent discus-
sion by public agency staff led to agreement on two points:

1. free standing signs should be eliminated as a permitted use in
the L6cal Commercial district, and;

2. the originally proposed maximum sign area for free standing
signs in Neighborhood Shopping Center districts should not be
increased.

Recommendation. City Planning Coramission and Redevelopment
Authority staff recommend that the proposed sign controls for
commercial and industrial districts (Appendix E) be incorporated
into the urban renewal plan.

To require_ thei submission ofa landscaping plan for every
development proposed for the Eastwick project area.***

Background^ As is the case with sign controls, the require-
ments for providing landscaping in conjunction with new develop-
ment in Eastwick are minimal. In fact, there are only two
specific references to landscaping within the urban renewal
plan. One reference is a provision allowing the Redevelopment
Authority and the City Planning Commission to require screen
planting around commercial district parking areas. The other is
a provision requiring industrial developers to install a plant-
ing strip of trees or shrubs between their buildings and the
rights-of-way of certain major Eastwick streets and adjacent
residential areas. In recent years, landscaping has been an
important issue with the community and the City. Both groups
often request that prospective developers have landscaping-^lans
prepared in addition to required architectural and siting
plans.

Despite the minimal requirements for landscaping under the
urban renewal plan there have been rather interesting land-
scaping treatments for some new developments over the years.
These treatments vary from simple grassed and sparsely shrub
planted sites to more elaborate landscape systems which utilize
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extensive planting of shrubs, bushes and trees, and earth berms
or terraced lawns. Cobblestones Village Apartments and other
New Eastwick/Korman developed apartment complexes are examples
of Eastwick developments in which a very pleasant residential
environment has been created through exceptional landscaping
treatment. There are other examples, such as with private
homeowners in both new and older houses, where careful land-
scaping has helped to make individual properties more of a
visual asset to the community. Unfortunately, much of the
landscaping done in conjunction with new development tends to be
so sparse that it does little to enliven the sterile visual
environment existing in some parts of Eastwick.

Both the community and the City believe that the landscaping
requirements within the urban renewal plan must be expanded
for reasonable landscaping treatment to become a standard
part of Eastwick's development. One additional requirement
discussed was to establish minimum amounts of landscaping that
would have to be provided by all developers. Upon consideration
this idea was rejected because of the complexity of establishing
standards that are equitable, given the very different types of
development that occur in Eastwick. Also, it might prove
counterproductive, encouraging developers to meet the minimum
standard as opposed to designing for a high quality environment.
Another idea discussed was to establish a set of guidelines for
landscaping which would be incorporated into the plan, but this
too was rejected, although only partially.

Public agency staff believed guidelines would be more successful
if they are handled in a less formal fashion, through
routine implementation, thereby encouraging creativity. The
City intends to work with the community to establish a set
of workable landscaping.guidelines for Eastwick. This
should give all participants a better understanding about
the minimum desirable levels of landscaping treatment for
the various types of Eastwick development. In order to
promote variety and permanence in landscaping treatment,
these guidelines will identify the types of plants and trees
best suited to the Philadelphia area and those indigenous to
Eastwick. In addition, the urban renewal plan requirements
should be expanded to require a landscaping plan as part of
every development proposal.

This item was considered by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.
There was a general agreement to require submission of a landscaping
plan and to attempt- to establish a workable set of landscaping
guidelines.

Recommendation. City Planning Commission and Redevelopment
Authority staff recommend that the urban renewal plan be
expanded to require a landscaping plan as part of the standard
redeveloper's submission of plans and specifications.
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Development Related Actions

A. To j)repare a f e a s i b 1 e streets constrjjc, tion pjack age incIuding
provision for the r̂ onŝ rucn̂ on of streets in Qld^Ej.stwick
are asi and^fo r new s t r e e t__cj3 ns traction in areas o f n ew r e~
sidential development^***

Background. In September, 1981, the Redevelopment Authority
made a series of requests to the Streets and Water Depart-
ments for street construction and reconstruction, and water
main and sewer construction. These requests, in total proposed
a program that would partially finish Lower Stage II, and
complete Stage IV streets, water and sewer system construction.
The Redevelopment Authority organized their proposal .by funding
year, seeking to have individual packages of streets, water and
sewer construction funded in fiscal 1981, fiscal 1982 and fiscal
1983. There are two aspects to this program proposal. First,
reconstruction of streets and water mains and sewers were
proposed for those areas of Lower Stage II and Stage IV where
properties were excluded from condemnation. These areas are
often referred to as Old Eastwick. Second, new streets, water
mains, and sewers were proposed for undeveloped sections of
Stage IV to permit the redevelopment of these areas. Prelim-
inary estimates of the costs for just the street construction
and reconstruction part of the package greatly exceeded the
total amount scheduled under the Eastwick Streets line item in
the City's 1981-1986 Capital Program. It also appeared that the
fiscal 81 funds which were then available would not be suf-
ficient to fund the first part of the proposed package.

The dual issues of funding and priority of street construc-
tion and reconstruction were of prime concern to the East-
wick Plan Review Committee as they began to consider capital
programming needs for Eastwick in October 1981. The Eastwick
PAC position was that Old Eastwick area infrastructure
needs should be met first because these areas had been
neglected for years (many of the Old Eastwick homes do not
have sanitary sewer service and the existing streets are
in extremely poor condition). Despite the fact that these
improvements would open up new sections for redevelopment,
the Korman representatives felt that they could not construct
new infill or tract housing in Old Eastwick areas at this
time. They explained that the relatively poor condition
of most of the older, excluded, properties would discourage
prospective new home buyers from investing in these sections
of Eastwick.12 Therefore, the Korman Corporation posi-
tion was that it is necessary for them to have new streets,

12 A low interest loan and home rehabilitation grant program which
is currently being administered by the Office of Housing and
Community Development in Old Eastwick will probably improve this
situation. This program is being coordinated by the Eastwick
Project Area Committee.



water mains and sewers in areas adjacent to areas where they
are currently building houses. This would allow for geographic
continuity in housing development, and help ensure successful
marketing of completed sections.

At this point discussion by the Committee began to center on
what might be accomplished during the current budget year
(1981) and fiscal year 1982. It was evident to the Committee
the street construction requests made by the Eastwick PAC for
old Eastwick and those made by the Korman Corporation for new
development areas could not be completely funded during these
two funding periods. After much consideration and discussion
both the PAC and Korman agreed that they would reduce their
respective requests to bring the estimated total package cost
more in line with the expected amount of available funding. The
proposed compromise package could only be implemented however,
if the City provided more than the $200,000 for fiscal 1982 that
was then scheduled in the 1981-1986 Capital Program.

City Planning staff, believing that both the PAC and the Korman
requests were important and that the voluntary cutbacks they
made were significant, proposed such an increase in the Recom-
mended 1982-1987 Capital Program which was subsequently approved
by the City Planning Commission. These efforts resulted in an
Eastwick Streets line item of $400,000 for the budget year,
making the street construction and reconstruction compromise
package viable.

Outcome. Street construction work has begun in the Old Eastwick
area of Stage IV. Plans and specifications for the reconstruction
of streets in the Old Eastwick section of Lower Stage II are now
being completed, and this work should commence in early Summer
1982. Additionally, plans and specifications for new streets in
Stage IV (vicinity of 88th Street and Lindbergh Boulevard) are
complete, but construction has not yet begun.

To identify undeveloped rene_wal_parcels in esj:abj_ished_Ea_s_twick
neighborhoods, and to find waysof facilitating Cheir
redevelopment.*/***

Background. Throughout Eastwick residential areas there are
numerous parcels which have been prepared for development
for years, but which have not been developed. Many of these
parcels have been described as passed-over parcels because
they have remained undeveloped as development occured around
them. There are various reasons why these parcels have not
been developed. Some of the more general reasons include:
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1. in some instances there was community opposition to specific
developraent proposals because they objected to uses which
were permitted for certain parcels under the urban renewal
plan;

2. in other instances there is developer disinterest because of
poor experience with infill housing and because of better
development land available elsewhere in Eastwick, and;

3. development alternatives are very limited for certain
parcels because of the restrictive uses specified in the
urban renewal plan. This situation is typified by parcels
which now can only be developed with churches.

In order to rationally determine the amount of land involved,
and to establish a basis for Committee discussion of this topic,
public agency staff set two criteria which had to be met for a
parcel to be classified as having been passed over for develop-
ment . These two criteria are:

1. they must be improved parcels, either pubicly owned or
under general contract to the New Eastwick Corporation,
and subject to the urban renewal plan controls, and;

2. they must be parcels which are located in the midst of
otherwise developed areas.

Approximately 45 parcels meet these two criteria and they
represent more than 25 acres of improved but undeveloped land
(see Maps 0 and P and Development Parcel Data Sheet in Appendix F)
All of these parcels are located in Stage I and Upper Stage II
because these are the areas where the most intensive residen-
tial development has occured.13 Most of the parcels are
designated for residential and related development under the
urban renewal plan, and they are zoned accordingly. These
parcels vary considerably in size, some being smaller than one
tenth of an acre, and others being larger than 4 acres, with the
smaller parcels being in the majority. Also, the parcels vary
with respect to location, some being prominently located on

13 Original maps of passed-over development parcels which had
been prepared by City Planning staff also identified several
potential passed-over parcels in the Old Eastwick sections of Stage
IV and Lower Stage II. Parcels in these areas were included because
of outstanding requests from adjacent neighbors to acquire some of
them for side yards. The New Eastwick Corporation representative
felt that it was inappropriate to group these parcels with the
others since redevelopment had not seriously begun in these areas.
These parcels were subsequently dropped from the listing. Also,
there was no consideration of parcels in the industrial areas
because of the very different nature of the development that occurs
there, with the different redevelopers having very different land
needs.
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major streets or at street intersections and others being Less
noticeable, located on smaller residential streets between
developed properties.

Until recently the general legal status of most of these
passed over development parcels was that they were under the
New Eastwick Corporation's redevelopment contract with the
Redevelopment Authority. Since this contract granted them
exclusive development rights, these parcels could only be
developed if the New Eastwick Corporation elected to do so,
if they nominated another development group to do so, or if
they released the land for redevelopment by others. In the
latter case the Redevelopment Authority regains the ability
to select redevelopers for individual parcels. Over the
years several prospective developers and several Eastwick
residents, who wished to acquire land for side yards, have
expressed interest in some of these parcels. In some instances
the development proposals could be accomodated and resulted in
productive use of the land, but in other instances they could
not.

Public agency staff believe that there are three significant
issues associated with these remaining passed-over develop-
ment parcels. First, many of these parcels are poorly main-
tained, becoming overgrown with grass and weeds and collecting
assorted types of debris, causing neighborhood problems.
Second, the Redevelopment Authority does not receive any revenues
from these parcels until there is a commitment to develop them.
Third, and most importantly, despite the fact that all of these
parcels are improved, with all of the basic infrastructure in
place, the city does not receive any tax revenue from this
land.

The Eastwick Plan Review Committee considered passed-over
development parcels at several meetings. The issue was discus-
sed from various points of view and there were several tours of
the parcels by Committee members. At the January, 1981 Commit-
tee meeting, public agency staff strongly encouraged the New
Eastwick Corporation and The Korman Corporation, due to their
close association with New Eastwick, to consider undertaking one
of two specific courses of action with respect to the passed-
over development parcels. These were;

1. to prepare and pursue a program that would lead to the
eventual development of these parcels, or;

2. to release them for development by others.

Implicit in this recommendation was a third course of action
which would combine the release of selected parcels with a New
Eastwick and Korman program for the development of the remainder.
The Eastwick PAC representatives were generally supportive of
the public agency position in this matter, since they had been
advocating development activity or release for certain of these
parcels for years.
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To help broaden the Committee's perspective on passed-over
parcels and to illustrate the development potential of some of
the larger parcels, at a subsequent meeting, City Planning
Staff prepared a series of site plans for various parcels
showing different development schemes. Several of the site
plans were predicated on land use changes for certain parcels.
A number of these schemes were presented at the February 1981
Committee meeting provoking some lively discussion and an
interesting exchange of ideas. One of the more noteworthy
points made was a recommendation from the Eastwick PAC President
that there should be a concerted effort at marketing passed-over
parcels under the existing land use prior to recommending a
change in land use. There was a substantial agreement among
Committee members with this point of view. Although it may
prove infeasible in all areas, Redevelopment Authority staff are
currentLy attempting to market several publicly-owned passed-
over parcels (Parcels 18 and 19, Stage I, and Parcel 11, Stage
II) under their existing land use.

Outcome^ In the months following these first discussions of
passed-over development parcels both the New Eastwick Corporation
and the Korman Corporation gave careful consideration to this
matter. Site visits to examine every parcel under contract and
negotiating with the Redevelopment Authority about certain aspects
of the release agreement consumed a great deal of time. At the
June, 1981 Committee meeting, however, the New Eastwick representa-
tive announced that they were prepared to release all of the pas-
sed-over development parcels in Stage I and Upper Stage It. In
consideration for the release of this land the New Eastwick Corpora-
tion was to be relieved of their remaining fine arts obligation as
it relates to single family housing on previously acquired property
in Residential Stages I and II. The estimated total fine arts
obligation for the development of this property is $176,900. This
arrangement allowed the New Eastwick Corporation to be reimbursed for
front end costs, which they incurred while getting Eastwick ready for
development, without necessitating an actual cash payment to them.
The estimated total pro-rata reimbursement which the New Eastwick
Corporation waived in releasing this land is $390,500. The Redevelop-
ment Authority believed this provision to be reasonable and on August
18, 1981 executed an agreement with the New Eastwick Corporation
through which the Redevelopment Authority regained control of almost
35 acres of land.14

The release of this land by the New Eastwick Corporation has
some positive aspects. First, the Redevelopment Authority has

14 The final agreement which released the passed-over parcels
included Parcel 3 in Stage I, the Mini Town Center Site. This 9.7
acre parcel was not included in Eastwick Plan Review Committee
discussions of this matter, and accounts for the difference between
the 35 acre total noted above and the 25 acre total referred to on
page 63.
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regained full control of the land and now has the ability to begin
actively marketing it for development. Second, the Redevelopment
Authority can now establish a more equitable price for the sale of
this land. Under the1 New Eastwick contract the Redevelopment
Authority receives $0.52 a square foot for residential land in
Eastwick. This is only a fraction of the amount that improved
residential development land brings in other, comparable Philadel-
phia neighborhoods. Third, new residential developers will likely
introduce some new architectural styles and residential building
materials, making Eastwick a community that offers a wider range of
housing opportunities.

There is also a negative side to the executed release agreement in
that Eastwick has lost approximately $176,900 in fine arts monies.
The Redevelopment Authority has no contractual obligation to East-
wick residents to provide fine arts in Eastwick, however, it was
generally understood that fine arts pieces would eventually be
installed in Eastwick neighborhoods. Much like the walkway system,
which is partially developed, fine arts pieces have been viewed as
part of the package of future benefits which one receives when
purchasing a house in a developing Eastwick neighborhood. Many
Eastwick residents find this aspect of the release agreement totally
unacceptable and they have been seeking to have this money reinstated.

Although no specific action is being requested of the City Planning
Commission in this matter, City Planning Commission staff believe
that some steps should be taken to partially compensate the Stage I
and Stage II residents for the forgiven fine arts monies. There are
three specific ideas under consideration.

1. The Redevelopment Authority should consider requiring new
developers of any Stage I or Stage II parcel which is one acre or
larger to set aside 1 1/2 percent of the total construction cost
of their project for the purchase and installation of fine arts,
(this is 1/2 percent more than now required under-the standard
Redeveloper's Agreement).15

2. An Eastwick fine arts fund committee should be established to
recommend on the use of accumulated fine arts monies. This
committee would be convened specifically to discuss Eastwick
fine arts matters and should definitely have representatives
from the Eastwick community.

3. Assuming that the above recommended committee is convened and
sufficient money is available, discussions should be initiated
regarding appropriate fine arts for Eastwick, and that artwork
be selected, procured and installed as soon as is prudently
possible.

15 AS with the Redevelopment Authority's standard fine arts policy,
this 1 1/2% requirement should be waived for private individuals
building a home for their own use, and for side yard improvements.
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The first two recommendations are currently being discussed with the
Redevelopment Authority staff to determine the feasibility of
pursuing them. Although not replacing the money, these actions may
help to re-establish some of the community goodwill that was lost
along with the outstanding New Eastwick fine arts contributions for
Stage I and Stage II.

To_ facilitate_Eastwick development by^ establi^shins a corn-
miLttee cqmpri_sed _of c^ommunity, developer and public _aggncy_
representatives, for the purpojses of better coordinating the
activities of. Ĵ heŝ  individual^ organizationsand addressing
non-development problems in Eastvick.***

Background. Early into the plan review process, it was apparent
that the coordinative effort initiated by the Eastwick Plan
Review Committee was proving very productive and should continue
after completion of the plan review work. It was believed that
the combined talent, energy and influence of representatives of
the various interested groups will be able to successfully
resolve many of the problems occuring within the project area.
Since many of the problems arising in Eastwick have little to do
with provisions of the urban renewal plan, it did not seem
reasonable to continue the Eastwick Plan Review Committee
for this purpose. Therefore, at the February 1981 Committee
meeting City Planning staff formally proposed that, upon
completion of the plan review work, a follow-up committee be
formed for the purpose of facilitating development, and resolv-
ing non-development related problems. It was suggested that
this new coordinating committee should be, at a minimum, com- .
prised of representatives of those organizations active with the
Plan Review Committee.

The main purpose for establishing a coordinating committee was
to convene a group that could effectively address certain
operating problems related to Eastwick development. Consequent-
ly, it was also recommended that the Redevelopment Authority, as
the public agency with the prime responsibility for administer-
ing and implementing the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan, both chair
and direct the work of the coordinating committee. There was a
general agreement by Plan Review Committee members about the
need for a coordinating committee, and the Redevelopment Author-
ity representatives were particularly supportive of the concept.
At a subsequent meeting, after additional discussion by the
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Committee, City Planning staff presented a list of suggested
agenda items which might be considered by the new coordinating
committee (see Appendix G on page 149). This list contains items
that deal directly with redevelopment issues but also identifies
several non-development issues believed to be important by
various Plan Review Committee members,

Outcome. At the end of September 1981 the Redevelopment Authority
sent out letters to the Eastwick PAC, the New Eastwick Corporation,
the Korman Corporation, PIDC and the City Planning Commission
inviting them to participate in an Eastwick Coordinating Committee.
The first Coordinating Committee meeting was held on October 14,
1981 and was well attended. This meeting was devoted primarily to
discussing committee structure and potential agenda items which the
various organizations would like to have the Coordinating Committee
address. Throughout the entire meeting it was obvious that all
of the coordinating Committee members (even several new representa-
tives) were working to maintain the spirit of cooperation that was
established by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.

D. The Redevelopment Authority should initiate a sensitive yet
aggressive marketing c ampaign for E a s t wick renewa1. land not
und e r redeveloper's ag r e erne n t.***

Background^ As noted in the previous section on passed-over
parcels, the execution of the release agreement with the New
Eastwick Corporation resulted in the Redevelopment Authority
regaining control of 35 acres of land. Because most of this
land is located in developed Eastwick neighborhoods, and has
been vacant for years, the majority of the parcels should be
conveyed to redevelopers and put into productive use as soon
as possible. Obviously, one of the intitial actions that
c"an be taken to attract new redevelopers is to begin public-
ly marketing the land. However, if this marketing is not
handled properly, resultant land sales and development may
be minimal.

The Redevelopment Authority should develop a marketing program
for this land which recognizes the unique characteristics of
each of the parcels. For example, some of the parcels are
sufficiently large that they could be marketed individually,
while others are rather small and should probably be offered
with other, pre-selected parcels as part of a development
package. Also, potential sideyard parcels should probably not
be generally advertised at first, because there may be home-
owners with property adjacent to the parcels who are interested
in acquiring them. All requests for parcels for sideyards, when
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reasonable, should be given preferential consideration. Addi-
tionally, the history of some of the larger parcels, with
respect to earlier development proposals, (e.g. previous strong
opposition by Stage I residents to the development of Parcel 5
and Parcel 8 with multi-family housing) should be taken into
account as marketing strategies are considered.

Two attempts at differentiating among the various passed-
over development parcels were made by public agency staff
in February and April of 1981. Separate lists which cate-
gorized the parcels by their potential reuse were prepared
with the intention of providing a basis for discussion of
passed-over parcels by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee.
These lists were very preliminary in nature, but the general
Committee reaction tended to indicate that there is a need
to consider parcels individually prior to marketing them.
City Planning Commission and Redevelopment Authority staff
have had some early discussions about the types of marketing
program approaches which might be possible. The range of
marketing possibilities should include, but not necessarily
be limited to the following actions:

1. The Redevelopment Authority should seek Eastwick PAC
assistance in identifying local residents who are interested
in acquiring parcels for side or rear yard additions to
their property. The PAC has voiced its concern about making
land available for sideyards for interested homeowners and
has even prepared a side yard disposition policy which they
use in considering sideyard disposition proposals;

2. The Redevelopment Authority should consider advertising
any individual parcel or package of parcels in local
(Southwest Philadelphia) publications as well as the
city-wide publications. Perhaps the local advertisement
could preceed the city-wide advertisement for a preset
period of time;

3. The Redevelopment Authority should consider notifying di-
rectly any prospective local redevelopers, of the avail-
ability of Eastwick development land, since the land was
committed to another developer for so many years. This would
follow the precedent already established with the direct
notification of prospective developers of the availability of
three church parcels;

4. In some instances, as an adjunct to other marketing efforts,
a parcel might be posted with a sign advertising that the
site is available for a certain type of development. Any
sign of this type should be carefully and tastefully de-
signed, and posted only for a predetermined period. The
Eastwick PAC should participate from the beginning in
determining the details of any sign to be erected.



Outcome. Discussion of marketing of the passed over development
parcels by the Eastwick Plan Review Committee was minimal, however,
the Redevelopment Authority representative did indicate that he would
encourage the initiation of an active marketing effort for this land
as soon as was practical. The letters of notification and personal
contacts made regarding the three church parcels were really the
first steps in the begining of a new Redevelopment Authority market-
ing program. Because of the amount of land involved, the variation
among the parcels, and the critical location of some of the parcels,
it is recommended that an overall marketing program be prepared for
publicly controlled redevelopment land in Eastwick. City Planning
Commission staff will work with the Redevelopment Authority in
developing elements and strategies of a marketing program for this
land.
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V. Conclusion and Summary of Recommendations

The Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan has provided the essential framework
for the complex development montage that has been created in East-
wick over the last twenty years. This carefully thought out pi an
has been a stablizing element from the beginning, and it is one of
the main reasons for the overall success of the Eastwick project.
However, even after the changes recommended in this report are acted
upon, the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan should not be considered an
end state plan for Eastwick. Periodic changes to the plan have been
necessary throughout Eastwick's development history, and a flexible
approach should be maintained as Eastwick redevelopment continues.

This review of the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan is a benchmark for
Eastwick. It has been a comprehensive review that documented
Eastwick's many development achievements, identified the need to
update the urban renewal plan in certain areas, and addressed
several significant development related issues. More importantly,
however, the plan review process has brought those organizations and
agencies that have a vested interest in Eastwick together, on a
regular basis, to discuss Eastwick issues. This regular contact has
led to a greater recognition and acknowledgement of the legitimate
concerns of the community, of the developers, and of local public
agencies, by all participants. It is hoped that the understanding
of the needs of the different organizations engendered by the plan
review process will increase, and that the many Plan Review Commit-
tee members who extended themselves, to make the plan review process
successful, will continue to do so with the new Coordinating Committee.

This report recommends the preparation of an Amendment to the
Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan which:

1. Changes the land use of Stage III from the Residential to the
Airport Related Commercial district. This action is one of the
first of a series of steps which are necesary to prepare Stage III
for major hotel, office commercial and related development.

2. Changes the land use of the 8600 Mario Lanza Boulevard commercial
parcel from the Neighborhood Shopping Center to the Local Com-
mercial district. This action will restrict development to
commercial uses which are more appropriate to the size and
location of this site.

3. Changes the land use of Parcel 19, Stage I and Parcel 11, Stage II
from the Semi-Public Institutional to the Residential district.
This action will permit these parcels to be developed with
residential and related uses in addition to church uses.
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4. Changes the land use of a portion of Parcel 14, Stage II, located
on the southwest corner of Island Avenue and Buist Avenue, from
the Residential to the Local Commercial district. This will
permit the disposition of this portion of Parcel 14 to a local
businessman who wishes to develop it as a parking lot for patrons
of his business.

5. Changes the land use of Parcel A, Stage B from Commercial Related
to Industrial to the General Industrial District. This action
will permit Parcel A to be developed with a wider range of uses
which are more closely related to existing, nearby Stage B
uses.

6. Incorporates new sign controls for commercial and industrial
districts into the urban renewal plan. This action establishes
separate sets of sign controls for the various commercial and
industrial districts. These controls are tailored to reflect the
specific type and level of development permitted in each land use
district.

7. Adds language to the urban renewal plan which requires that
a landscaping plan be submitted with other redevelopment proposal
plans and specifications. This action will encourage prospective
developers to consider landscaping as an integral part of their
preliminary development proposal preparation.

City Planning Commission staff will work with the Redevelopment
Authority staff to determine the best manner for incorporating these
proposed changes into a Plan Amendment.

Further Planning for Eastwick

Amending the Eastwick Urban Renewal Plan as proposed will not elimin-
ate the need for future planning attention for Eastwick. Other
planning, and implementation issues which should eventually be
addressed include:

1. Eastwick Walkways. Reconsideration of the design of the unde-
veloped sections of the walkway system.

Over the past year several Eastwick residents and representa-
tives of the Philadelphia Department of Recreation have expressed
interest in having undeveloped portions of the Eastwick walkway
system stricken from the City Plan. Generally, the residents
wish to enlarge their lots with land they will gain through the
striking of sections of the walkway system which are adjacent to
their properties. The Department of Recreation, for its part,
wishes to minimize its improvement and maintenance responsibili-
ties by reducing the size and number of undeveloped sections of
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the walkway system. Responding to this interest City Planning
Commission staff has begun to analyze the design of the unde-
veloped elements of the Eastwick walkway system. Most of these
undeveloped elements are located in the Lower Stage II and Stage IV
sections of Eastwick. The purpose of the analysis is to identify
undeveloped elements of the system which can be reduced in size
or eliminated, without adversely affecting the internal circula-
tion patterns or movement through a particular development
stage.

2. High School Site. Consideration of a possible land use change
and disposition.

This 15.9 acre parcel located at the northeast corner of 84th
Street and Mario Lanza Boulevard. It was acquired by the Board
of Education in 1971 for development with a new public high
school. However, the general population decline which Philadel-
phia experienced during the 1970's, a projected decline in the
enrollment of students of high school age within the reduced
population base, and the opportunity to use other public school
facilities as high school annexes have eliminated the need for a
new high school in Eastwick. Therefore, in May 1981 the Board
of Education declared this site as surplus and proposed to sell
it at public auction. City Planning Commission staff recom-
mended that the Board of Education defer the sale of this
property until an appropriate alternative land use and disposi-
tion process can be decided upon. The large size and prominent
location of this parcel indicate that reuse options should be
carefully considered by public agencies, the community, and the
principal developers of Eastwick prior to its disposition.

3. Parochial School Site. Consideration of a possible land use
change and disposition.

This 9.6 acre parcel is located at the southeast corner of 84th
Street and Lindbergh Boulevard. Since 1961, it has been reserved
by the Redevelopment Authority for parochial school development
by the Archdoicese of Philadelphia. Within the last few years,
however, several church groups have expressed an interest in
acquiring portions of the parochial school site for church and
related development. Also, in 1980, the Korman Corporation
proposed to acquire the entire site for the development of a
condonimium complex.

Despite recent requests by the Redevelopment Authority, repre-
sentatives of the Archdoicese have not been in a position to
confirm that they intend to build a parochial school on this
parcel. Since the parochial school site land reservation is not
a binding development option, the Redevelopment Authority has the
ability to market this land to other prospective developers. At
some point in the future, failing a development commitment from
'the Archdiocese, it would be reasonable to consider alternative
land uses for, and the subdivision of the parochial school
site.
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4. Mini Town Center. Developing guidelines for its future sub-
division which assure reasonable pedestrian and vehicular access,
and internal circulation.

The opening of the Eastwick Medical Arts Building (Mercy Catholic
Medical Center) later this year will make the Mini Town Center
more attractive to other prospective public-institutional de-
velopers. However, the sale of the northernmost portion of
Parcel 3 to Mercy Catholic for this development resulted in a
situation where the undeveloped portion of the site has only a
small amount of remaining Island Avenue frontage. Also, there
are currently no public rights of way through the undeveloped
portion of the site. Because of these factors, access and
circulation patterns need to be established prior to future
subdivision of Parcel 3. It is important, therefore, that a
general scheme be devised for the future subdivision of Parcel 3
which assures reasonable pedestrian and vehicular access and on
site circulation.

5. Regional Park Linkages. Exploration of-the possibility of
linking Cobbs Creek Park and The Tinicum Wildlife Preserve with
the Eastwick Regional Park.

The Eastwick Regional Park is now only partially developed. The
central portion of the regional Park (between 77th Street and
82nd Street) has been developed, while its extreme edges (the
sections which are east of 77th Street and west of 82nd Street)
have not yet been improved. When completed, the Regional Park
will extend from 74th Street on the east to 84th Street on the
west. The western edge of the Regional Park is very close to the
Tinicum Wildlife Preserve, and the eastern edge of the Regional
Park is relatively close to Cobbs Creek Park. It appears that it
may be possible to link the three parks, perhaps through a
hiking/jogging/biking trail system. The principal goal of
examining possible connection mechanisms is to provide greater
access to all three parks, thereby creating a more usable park
network.

Each of these items is either now being considered or will shortly be
addressed by City Planning Commission and Redevelopment Authority
staff. In the future it is likely that other items will be added to
the Planning agenda for Eastwick.

Outlook for Eastwick

In addition to the numerous Eastwick redevelopment accomplishments,
other significant development commitments have been made for pro-
jects in and around the Eastwick area during the last 20 years.
Some of the more noteworthy projects include:

1. Philadelphia International Airport - The City is continuing with
its extensive modernization and expansion program which began in
the early 1970's. To date more than $200 million has been
invested in airport improvement programs.
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2. Airport High Speed Line - This rail line will operate between
Philadelphia International Airport and Suburban Station in
center city Philadelphia. AHSL service is scheduled to begin in
Spring of 1983. The City is considering the possibility of
constructing an Eastwick commuter station along the High Speed
Line once the line is operational.

3. Expressway, Highway and Bridge Construction - These projects
include:

a. the construction of 1-95 between the Philadelphia County
line and the Girard Point Bridge,

b. the reconstruction of Island Avenue between Bartram Avenue
and Buist Avenue,

c. the replacement of the Passyunk Avenue Bridge over the
Schuylkill River, and

d. the redecking of the Platt Memorial Bridge which also
spans the Schuylkill River.

4. Philadelphia Free Zone - Delaware Valley Foreign Trade Zone,
Inc, is committed to develop more than 72 acres of land in
industrial Stage A as a Foreign Trade Zone. The first building,
a $1 million, 40,000 square foot facility, is currently under
construction in the Philadelphia Free Zone.

Together these development committments will result in more visibil-
ity for Eastwick and eventually will precipitate additional develop-
ment within the project, area.

Considering neighborhood growth and stability, the future of East-
wick promises to be as fruitful as the first 20 years. Three
principal factors make Eastwick's future appear so positive. First,
Eastwick is a truely integrated community in terras of the racial
composition, and the socio-economic characteristics of its popula-
tion. It is a community comprised of persons employed in blue and
white collar jobs and of many professionals. Generally, Eastwick
attracts and holds this diverse population because of the quality
of life that is possible there, and because of the broad range
of housing opportunities available. Clearly, this diverse popula-
tion is one of Eastwick1s most important assets. Second, Eastwick
works exceedingly well as an urban community. Stable neighborhoods
with varied housing stocks, convenient shopping, strong institutions,
numerous recreational facilities, a growing industrial park and a
variety of other amenities help Eastwick sell itself to prospective
renters and homeowners. Many people feel that Eastwick neighbor-
hoods are among the best that can be found in Philadelphia. Third,
despite marketing conditions that vary from year to year the Korman
Corporation has been consistently successful in building and market-
ing their Eastwick housing. Even during the last few years, with
escalating costs for labor and building materials, and exceedingly
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high short term and long term loan interest rates, new housing in
Eastwick has sold well. The Korman Corporation frequently refers to
Eastwick as "New Philadelphia" in their advertizing. This pseudonym
is somewhat apropos in that it conveys the thought that Eastwick
neighborhoods are unlike most Philadelphia neighborhoods. Indeed, in
future years, Eastwick is certain to be recognized as one of Phila-
delphia's most valued residential communities.
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Appendix A

CHRONOLOGICAL SUMMARY OF THE AMENDMENTS AND MODIFICATIONS TO THE
EASTWICK URBAN RENEWAL PLAN

First Amendment - February 3, 1961.

- identified additional properties to be exempted from
condemnation (mostly in Stage B)

- increased the maximum lot coverage of single family
attached units from 35% to 45%.

- created new categories and added controls to Public and
Semi-Public Institutional districts.

Second Amendment - May 15, 1965.

- added one use Co the Commercial Related to Industrial
land use district.

- permitted the disposition of parcels of less than three
acres in size in industrial areas.

- made a technical change to the wording of the definition
of pedestrian walkways.

1st Modification - August 12, 1966.

- added duplex dwellings as a permitted residential use.
- added development controls for duplex dwellings.

2nd Modification - January 26, 1969.

- liberalized the controls for duplex dwellings.
- expanded the Rehabilitation of Structures section to
denote that eligible property owners could obtain 3%
loans and $1500 grants.

3rd Modification - October 3, 1969.

- revised project area boundaries to exclude a portion
of the Sheraton Hotel site.

Third Amendment - May 26, 1971.

- changed the Rehabilitation of Structures section to denote
that eligible property owners could obtain §3500 grants.

1st Modification - January 12, 1973.

- increased the allowable building density and increased
the maximum coverage for single family attached residen-
tial development.
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

2nd Modification - February 19, 1975.

- updated and corrected errors on the Eastwick Land Use
Map.

- changed the land use of the library site to Semi-Public
Institutional.

- eliminated Essington Avenue between Bartrara Avenue and
Island Avenue.

- eliminated 84th Street between Bartram Avenue and the
Industrial Highway.

3rd Modification - October 22, 1975.

- changed the land use of a portion of Parcel A, in Stage
B to Commercial Related to Industrial.

Fourth Amendment - August 25, 1976.

- changed the land use of four parcels in the vicinity of
63rd Street and Lindbergh Boulevard to Public-Recreational.

1st Modification - March 4, 1981.

~ added medical centers, libraries and certain other uses
as permitted uses in Serai-Public Institutional districts.

- extended the effective period of the urban renewal plan
controls.
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Appendix B

THE EASTWICK PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

Cha i rperson. s

Mr. John 0. Higgins, Chief, Community Planning
Division, PCPC

Mr. Joseph J. Leonardo, Southwest Philadelphia Community
Planner, PCPC

Members

The Eastwick Project Area Committee

Ms. Lois Shaub, President
Mr. Richard Currie, President (until 5/81) and Secretary
Mr. James Mace
Ms. Martha Summers
Mr. David Wilk, Director

The Korman Corporation

Mr. Leonard Korman, Senior Vice President
Mr. Stephen Korman, Senior Vice President
Mr. Frank Trexler, Vice President

The New Eastwick Corporation

Mr. D. Paul Bonevac, Vice President and General Manager

The Philadelphia Industrial Development Corporation

Mr. Eugene Veneziale, Vice President, Client Relations

The Redevelopment Authority

Mr. Michael Arno, Executive Director
Mr. David Laird, Director of Development
Mr. Charles Andrews, Project Manager

The Philadelphia City Planning Commission

Mr. William Burke, Community Planner
Ms. Susan Frankel, Housing Planner
Mr. Gary Jastzrab, Housing Planner

This list identifies all of the principals who represented the
organizations and agencies that participated in the plan review
process, and those other persons who attended a mimimum of fifty
percent of the Plan Review Committee meetings.
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Appendix C

INDEX TO THE EASTWICK PLAN REVIEW

Subject

Billboards

Capital Program

COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES

Meeting Date(s)

4-29-81

11-12-80
12-16-80
12-22-80
1-27-81
2-24-81

PageCs)

118.

93-94,
96-98.
99-100,

104.
108.

Coordinating Committee (See Implementation Committee)

Environmental Impact Statement

Free Trade Zone

Implementation Committee

Industrial Development

Landscaping Controls

Loans & Grants

Lower Stage II

Marketing

Option, Korman/ New Eastwick

Parcels G & H

Parcels, Passed Over

4-29-81
5-19-81
5-27-81

3-31-81

2-24-81
4-29-81 .
5-19-81

3-31-81
5-19-81
6-30-81

4-29-81

11-12-80
^̂ •̂HT

12-16-80
5-27-81

9-23-80
10-29-80

4-29-81

3-31-81

1-27-81
2-24-81
3-25-81
4-29-81
5-19-81
6-30-81

117.
123.
131.

115.

108.
117-118.
124-125.

113-115.
124.
134.

119.

94.

97.
129.

90.
91-92.

119.

113-114.

104-106.
108-109.
111-112. -

118.
121-123.

135.

Pedestrian Bridge 12-16-80 98
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APPENDIX G (Cont'd)

Subject

Plan Review

Recreation Projects

Residential Property Turnover

Section 8

Shopping Centers

Sign Controls

Stage III

Stage IV

Tinicum

Topics for Future Meetings

•*

Walkways

Meeting Date(s)

3-31-81
5-19-81
6-30-81

12-22-80

r 10-29-80

3-25-81
5-27-81

3-25-81
4-29-81
5-19-81

4-29-81
5-19-81
6-30-81

1-27-81
3-31-81
4-29-81
5-19-81
5-27-81
6-30-81

9-23-80
11-12-80
12-16-80

9-23-80

9-23-80
2-24-81
3-31-81

12-16-80
5-19-81

Page(s)

115.
125.
136.

100.

91-92.

111-112.
127-130.

112.
118.

123-124.

118-119.
124-125.
133-134.

106.
114.
119.

122-123.
130-131.

136.

90.
94.

96-97.

90.

90.
107.
115.

98.
123-124.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

SEPTEMBER 23, 1980

PHILADELPHIA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CONFERENCE ROOM

2:30 - 4:30 P.M.

IN ATTENDANCE

New Eastwlck Corp.

Paul Bonevac

Korman Corp.

Steven Korman
Leonard Korman
Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAC

Richard Currie
James Mace
George Campbell
David Wilk

Redevelopment Author• ity_

Michael Arno
David Laird
Michael Magro
Charles Andrews

P1arming C omtn i s si on

John Higgins
Joseph Leonardo
William Burke
Gary Jastrzab

iggins opened the meeting with a brief statement about the purpose of the
tee. Eastwick is an important area of the City which contains development
that need to be treated in a comprehensive manner. The establishing of a
tee composed of representatives of the community, developer, and various
gencies could address these issues in a way which is fair and beneficial to
rties. The Eastwick committee which existed during the early years of the
t was mentioned as a possible model.



Michael Arno supported the need for a committee of some sort to meet on a
regular basis to discuss Eastwick issues. Items which the Redevelopment
Authority would like to see addressed include:

The Walkway System

Stage III Development

Parks

Passed over Parcels

Section 8 Housing

Steven Konnan supported the idea of regular committee meetings as well.
One of the Korman Corp. concerns is with the area's image, which they believe
is a major factor in the housing market problems which the area has been
experiencing. They suggested that this issue should be addressed' by the
committee early on since the housing market is a major determinant of other
aspects of development in Eastwick.

Joseph Leonardo then presented background material composed of a brief
description of development which has taken place to date and remaining develop-
ment parcels, as well as the overall land use framework of the area.

Steven Korman advised the committee that a consultant retained by his
company is close to completing a potential market study of the area and offered
to present its findings at a future meeting and to make copies available to
other committee members. The presentation was tentatively placed on the agenda
for the next meeting. He also raised the issue of Tinicum Wildlife Preserve
and its interface with the neighborhood. Representatives of the Korman Corp.
(and the community agreed that the administrators of Tinicum should be contacted
to discuss sprucing up the entry area and the Lindbergh Blvd. frontage.

Mr. Korman showed a streets status map of Stage IV and photographs of the
lower Stage IV excluded properties to explain his concern about the difficulty
Korman would have marketing new homes built adjacent to remaining excluded
properties. The possibility of some sort of rehabilitation program for those
houses was brought up. Korman would prefer to do their next group of homes in
upper Stage IV, as planned, constructing Hedgerow, Meadows and Penrose Estate
models. Copies of this map will be made available upon request.

David Wilk summarized a listing of issues prepared by the PAC and proposed
items which the committee might take under consideration. A copy of this
listing is attached.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

OCTOBER 29, 1980

GLEARVIEW METHODIST CHURCH

7:30 - 10:00 P.M.

IN ATTENDANCE

New Eastwick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Korman Corp.

Steven Korman
Leonard Korman
Frank Trexler
Ed Glasgow
John Rider

Eastwick PAG

David Wilk
David Currie
Matt Mosser
Jim Mace
Jack Ma Hoy

Redevelopment Authority

Michael Arno
Charles Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab
Gaye Belsky

After a general introduction to the topic by John Higgins, Joe Leonardo
presented information about residential property turnover in Eastwick. Data
on residential property sales were collected for several different years and
mapped at the census tract level. The data indicates that within recent years
there has been substantially increased residential sales activity in certain
subsections of Eastwick. With respect to Upper Stage II, Steve Korman felt
that that data did not reflect the true situation because it was not controlled
for new house sales. Mr. Korman indicated ne would provide figures on new house
sales for recent years in Eastwick.
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Steven Korman discussed his company!s planned entry into the housing resale
market, stating that they will guarantee price levels commensurate with the area-
wide market. Doing this would alleviate fears of prospective buyers that their
homes will not retain fair market value. Korman will also make improvements to
a home at selling time to increase its marketability. Dick Currie noted that
the proposed program might result in increased outmigration of white families
who currently can't afford to move because of the relatively low market value
of their homes. It was also pointed out that the standard appraisal practice
of using comparables would likely undercut this proposal for price supports
for older homes because lenders generally will not give mortgages when the
selling price substantially exceeds the appraised value.

Dick Currie gave a brief history of real estate solicitation activity which
was occurring in Eastwick as far back as 1975. Although there have been bans on
broker solicitation, they have generally been ineffective because they were in
force at the wrong time in annual solicit>-sell cycle, and because they were of short
duration.

John Higgins suggested that the Committee might wish to continue the dis-
cussion of turnover and housing problems at some future meeting. Since the
Committee was unable to discuss the Capital Program agenda items because of
time constraints, it was decided that another Committee meeting should be scheduled
within the next two weeks to consider those items.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

NOVEMBER 12, 1980

REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY

BOARD ROOM

7:30 - 10:00 P.M.

IN ATTENDANCE

Korman Corp,

Steven Korman
Ed Glasgow
Frank C. Trexler

Eastwick PAG

Dick Currie
Martha Summers
David Wilk
Stan Richardson
Jack Ma Hoy

OHCD

Bill Way

Redevelopment Authority

Mike Arno
Dave Laird
Charles Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab
Gaye Belsky

After John Higgins opened the meeting, Mike Arno and Chuck Andrews described
the recent Redevelopment Authority requests to the Streets Department for Eastwick
streets construction packages for fiscal years 1981 through 1985, which totals to
about $6.3 million. The Redevelopment Authority requested funding for 1981 involves
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constructing streets in both Lower Stage IV and Upper Stage IV. However the capital
funds that are available for Fiscal 1981 (about $600,000) may not be sufficient to
complete even one of these areas. It was noted that sufficient Capital funding for
paving is crucial since C. D. funds principally cover assessments with only a small
additional amount for curbs and sidewalks.

Steve Korman reinforced the Korman Corporation's need for new streets in Upper
Stage IV in order to continue building new houses. Although Korman has a sufficient
number of improved development parcels to enable them to build new homes in at least
the early part of 1981, they need the advance new streets construction to make the
area marketable. This latter point was confirmed by Mike Arno.

Steve Korman also mentioned that his firm would not be able to market new homes
in Lower Stage IV because of the relatively poor condition of most of the older prop
erties.

Bill Way said that his office has reserved sufficient funds from C. D. Years
and IV to provide grants for all of the eligible property owners in Lower Stage IV.
Although at this time applications for grants have not been accepted or processed for
these owners it is believed that most will qualify for the grant. Additionally, 3%
loan money is available to the Lower Stage IV homeowners. It was generally felt that
grant and low-interest loan money would improve the area to the point that the Korman
Corporation could market new houses* Steve Korman indicated that he would get an estimatil
of the number of new homes that could be built in Lower Stage IV.

There was a general discussion about the insufficient funding for the proposed
1981 streets packages. Mike Arno said that the R. A. paving cost estimates were
probably high and suggested that a meeting be scheduled with the Streets Department
to get a more accurate estimate of the paving costs. (R. A. staff have been attempting
to set up this important meeting with the Streets Department.) Dick Currie suggested
that the dropping of Lindbergh Boulevard and Singer Street from the Upper Stage IV
package might result in substantial cost savings, yet meet most of the Korman Corp's
needs for new streets and accessible development land. Steve Korman said that he
felt this idea had merit and that he considered it to be a viable alternative. Bill
Way suggested that there might be a way of using C. D. Year VI funds to complete
Lower Stage IV streets.

There was a brief presentation of 1981 - 86 funded capital projects in Eastwick
â id a follow-up discussion, during which two main concerns were voiced:

a) recreation facilities planned for the Elmwood Park area should be
prioritized

b) the scheduled funding for Eastwick walkways should be continuous
rather than intermittent

John Higgins concluded the meeting by asking the Committee members to come to
the December meeting prepared to discuss a position which the Cornnittee will
formally take regarding Eastwick project requests for the 1982 - 87 Capital Program.
The Committee's position will be communicated by letter to the various City offices
and agencies that help determine -Capital Program project funding.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING CN EASTWICK

DECEMBER 16, 1980

PHILADELPHIA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

CONFERENCE ROOM

7:30 - 10:00 P.M.

IN ATTENDANCE

Konnan_ Corp.

Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAC

Jim Mace
Martha Summers
Jack Malloy
David Wi!k
Stanley Veneski
Matt Mosser

Redeye 1 o pmen t^ Author i^y

Chuck Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab

John Higgins opened the meeting by asking for comments or corrections to the
minutes of the two previous committee meetings.

- Stanley Veneski indicated that he and Mrs. Lois Shaub had been omitted
from the attendance list of the Nov. 12 meeting.

- David Wilk asked that the minutes show that on Nov. 12 the PAC was asked
to prepare a list of its concerns regarding capital program items.

- Jack Malloy requested that minutes be more detailed. specifically he noted
that the November 12the meeting minutes did not mention the suggested
prioritization of Lower Stage IV streets construction.



John Higgins stated that the focus of this meeting should be to formulate a
committee position regarding the Capital Program, and especially the question
of streets construction budgeting in Eastwick. The estimated cost of buildng
streets which had initially been proposed by the Redevelopment Authority (and
listed in Appendix A) exceeds the amounts currently budgeted over the next
several years.

Two possible measures to enable simultaneous streets construction in Upper and
Lower IV which had been discussed at the Nov. 12 meeting were reintroduced:

- Elimination from the 1981 request of certain streets in Upper Stage IV
(Lindbergh Blvd. & Singer Place)

- Combining 1981 and 1982 funds and scheduling this combined amount in
1982, thereby moving streets proposed for 1982 back to 1983.

Updated Streets Department estimates for the 1981 planned streets in Upper and
Lower Stage IV were substantially lower than the costs originally estimated by
the R.A.

Lower Stage IV
Upper Stage IV

$628,000
$485,000

$1,113,000
____x .70 (estimated reduction for

removing Lindbergh & Singer)
$ 779,000

This figure is well within the $900,000 expected to be available for 1981-82.

Chuck Andrews expressed some concern that this proposal did not provide for
funds to rebuild lower Stage II streets in 1982 since that year's money would
be applied to 1981 construction. The PAC representatives agreed and stressed
the importance of funding Lower II Streets (Streets Department estimated cost
$395,500) as well Este Ave. in Upper Stage II (est. cost $51,000). There was
general agreement that new construction in outer Stage IV could be postponed
until 1983. Adding Lower II and Este Ave. (est. cost $446,500) to the proposed
Stage IV package (est. cost $779,000) would give an estimated total cost of
$1,225,500 which would exceed the amount of $900,000 currently budgeted for
1981 and requested for 1982 by $325,000.

David Wilk suggested exploring the possibility of moving later year C.D.
asessment funds up to cover these additional construction costs as suggested by
Bill Way at the Nov. 12 meeting. John Higgins considered this move unlikely
and suggested that the committee would do better to explore other alternatives
such as increased'Streets Dept. funding. It was noted that the 1981 Streets
Department request was $500,000 but that City Council was responsible for
increasing that to $600,000.
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n u s s i o n then cont inued on the issue of which stieets to do. Joe Leonardo
ointed out that with the proposed stieets construction package there would be
money until mid-1983 for new streets.

David Wilk suggested several additional cuts which could decrease the amount of
money required.

a) Deferring the reconstruction of 81st St. in Lower Stage II except for
access to Mario Lanza Blvd. This street has no homes fronting on it and
is in slightly better shape than others in the neighborhood. Savings are
roughly estimated Co be $100,000.

b) Postponing construction of Mario Lanza Blvd. in Lower Stage IV and
formalizing Cat least temporarily) current access between Crane St. &
Suffolk PI. This could also save an estimated $100,000.

These cuts would bring the total 1981-82 costs down to about $1,026,500. John
Higgins thought that $126,500 would be much more reasonable in terms of seeking
additional funds.

Frank Trexler described the package which Korman would like to see as a part-
nership effort. He pointed out that the Upper IV area was currently the only
area which could be considered for new homes. David Wilk pointed out that
rebuilding streets in the older sections would make them more attractive for
new development - saying that Mr. Korman had agreed at the last meeting that if
exteriors of older homes were fixed up, the area would support new housing.
Susan Frankel noted that exterior improvements were improbable given the
perceived condition of Lower IV homes and the fact that grant money is general-
ly used for more critical interior improvements.

Mr. Trexler said that one thing which might make the package more attractive to
Korman would be the addition of Judith PI. & Singer PI. in Upper Stage IV.
John Higgins noted that this would mean that the gap between money needed and
money allocated would be back to approximately $300,000. John Higgins noted
that the addition of this $300,000 would bring the total for 1982 to approxi-
mately $600,000, the same .as the 1981 allocation for Eastwick Streets. For
this reason he felt that the increase would be reasonable and likely to be
recommended by the Planning Commission in its draft Capital Program.

The consensus of the committee was to support this streets package (Appendix B)
and to schedule a meeting with the Comprehensive Planning staff. Monday,
December 22 at 4:00 p.m. was agreed on.

John Higgins rioted that Mr. Bonevac of the New Eastwick Corp. had requested in
a phone conversation that a regular monthly time be established so that the
problem of conflicts due to last minute scheduling might be avoided. The last
Tuesday of the month was agreed upon as the regular meeting day.

John Higgins suggested that January's meeting focus on parcels which have been
passed over for development.
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Mr. Veneski noted some concern over the large amount of warehouse buildings in
Eastwick as opposed to manufacturing activities. Warehouse facilities produce
relatevely few jobs compared to more active industrial uses.

A short discussion on other Capital Program items followed. The PAG, the
R.A. and the Planning Commission all had Capital program related handouts. The
PAC handout was a list of Capital Program needs as perceived by the community.
The Redevelopment Authority's handout compared Department Requests with their
own estimates of funding requirements. The Planning Commission handout compared
the amounts scheduled in the 1981-83 Capital Program with the 1982-87 department
requests.

Two major concerns came out of this discussion; the pushibg back to 1985-87 of
construction of the pedestrian bridge over Island Ave. and the fact that funds
were requested for walkways only for 1985 and 1986. There was also brief
discussion about the proposed expansions to the regional park.

John Higgins asked Chuck Andrews to draft a letter to be sent to the adminis-
tration outlining the concerns of the committee regarding the streets construc-
tion situation, and the bridge and walkway issues. A second letter may be
written at some future date to address other Capital Program issues. It was
proposed that the draft letter be circulated to Committee members at the
December 22nd meeting.
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InitiaI Redevelopment Authority Stree^j Construction Proposal

1981

Lower Stage IV ( E s t . cost $628,000)

Mario Lanza B lvd .
86th Street
S u f f o l k Place
Luther Place
Barley Place
Eastwick Place

Crane to 86th
Luther to Mario Lanza
Luther to Eastwick
8500 Block
8500 Block
8500 Block

Upper Stage IV (Est. cost $485,000)

Lindbergh Blvd.
88th Street
Singer Street
Garner Place
Wildlife Place

- 88th to Singer
- Lindbergh to Singer
- Lindbergh to 88th
- 8700 Block
- 8700 & 8800 blocks

1982

Lower Stage II (Est. cost $395,000)

81st Street
Brunswick Ave.
Suffolk Ave.
Pontiac Ave.
Harley Ave.
82nd Street

- Mario Lanza to Brunswick
- 8000 Block
- 8100 Block
- 8100 Block
- 8100 Block
- Pontiac to Harley

Upper Stage II (Est. cost $51,000)

Este Ave. - 7600 Block

Outer Stage IV (Est. cost $695,000)

Lindbergh Blvd
Dr. King Ave,
90th Street
91st Streets

Upper Stage IV

88th Street.
Singer Street ,
Judith Place

Singer to Dr. King
Lindbergh to 90th
Dr. King north & south to cul-de-sacs
Dr. King north & south to cul-de-sacs

Singer to Judith
88th East to cul-de-sac
88th East & West to cul-de-sac



100

E_ajst yjlc k J/omnii i tt e e F r up o s gd^at re eit .s __C_qns true tip n 1981
as presented to PCPC s t a f f on December 22, 1980

Lowe r _S t_ag_e__IV

Luther Place - 8500 block
Harley Place - 8500 block
Eastwick Place - 8500 block
Suffolk Place
86th Street

- Luther to Eastwick
- Luther to Mario Lanza

Upper Stage IV

88th Street
Garner Place
Wildlife Place
Singer Place
Judith Place

Lindbergh to Judith
8700 block
8700 & 8800 blocks
8700 & 8800 blocks
8700 & 8800 blocks

Lower Stage^H

Brunswick Ave
Suffolk Ave.
Pontiac Ave.
Harley Ave.
81st Street
82nd Street

8000 block
8100 block
8100 block
8100 block
Harley to Mario Lanza
Pontiac to Harley

Upper Stage II

Este Ave. - 7600 block
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

MONDAY, DECEMBER 22, 1980, 4:00 P.M.

PHILADELPHIA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION CONFERENCE ROOM

IN ATTENDANCE

Korman Corp.

Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAC

David Wilk
Martha Summers
James Mace

Redevelopment Authority

Chuck Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
BillBurke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab
Elba Pellecchia
Russell Duane
Steve Bartlett
Debbie Saloky

This meeting was called to present the Committee's ideas on Capital Program
issues in Eastwick to the Planning Commission Comprehensive Planning staff.

John Higgins opened the meeting by describing the streets construction package
proposed by the committee. This package was formulated in an attempt to bridge
the gap between earlier streets construction requests made by the Redevelopment
Authority (proposing to meet the needs of the Korman Corp's planned new house
construction schedule, as well as providing rebuilt streets to many of the
area's older residents) and the Street Department's funding requests made for
that purpose. The estimated costs of constructng the streets originally pro-
posed by the Redevelopment Authority during 1981 & 1982 would be about $1,800,000,
or roughly twice the amount ($900,000) expected to be available during that
period. The package proposed by the Committee which was arrived at by postponing
construction of certain streets is expected to cost about $1,200,000. In order
to execute this program the Committee requested that the comprehensive planning
staff recommend funding for Eastwick streets in the amount of$600,000 (instead
of $300,000 as requested by the Streets Dept.) for F.Y. 1982. This would equal
the amount allocated during 1981 and br-ing the total for the two years to the
required $1,200,000.
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Elba Pellecchia of the Comprehensive Planning staff said that the package
seemed to be a reasonable one and felt that the increase would be possible.

Discussion then turned to other capital program items. PAC representatives
expressed concern over the pushing back of funds for the pedestrian bridge over
Island Ave. Steve Bartlett responded noting that a portion of the funding for
that project will come from the State and that they are showing it in their
capital budget in later years as well. The City could request that the State
make the project a higher priority, but given the number of competing projects
statewide, chances of moving funds up are rather slim.

Questions were posed by the PAC regarding various recreation projects. Elba
Pellecchia noted that recreation projects have been slowed down citywide for
two reasons:

- There has been a backlog of projects which are already funded and not
yet under construction.

- There is a shortage of funds to operate and maintain new facilities once
they are built.

Money has been moved back for the playground at 61st and Eastwick due to the
continued status of the site as a staging area for the Airport High Speed Line,
(even though it appears that the section immediately adjacent to the site is
done.) Russell Duane pointed out the need for a new facility at 61st & Eastick
has come into question because of its close proximity to an existing playground
at 63rd & Lindbergh. Russell also noted that the walkway system poses serious
maintenance problems for the City. The PAC suggested that the community might
agree to take responsibility for keeping walkways in future cnstruction by
cutting down on the amount of "dead" space by consolidating more of the areas
into mini-parks.

This portion of the meeting concluded when the comprehensive planning staff
left. They supported the streets construction proposal and the moving up of
funding for the pedestrian bridge even though they stressed that the city has
virtually no way of affecting state funding of the bridge. It was agreed that
the walkway situation would be a topic of discussion at a future meeting.

At this point the draft letter to the Administration was distributed to members
of the committee. Considering the comments made earlier in the meeting by
Comprehensive Planning staff it was decided that this letter should go initially
only to John C. Mitkus, Executive Director of the Planning Commission. Commit-
tee members were instructed by John Higgins to put any comments or suggested
changes to the draft into a leter addressed to him as Chairman of the Committee
as soon as possible.

The meeting was adjourned.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

TUESDAY, 27 JANUARY 1981 2:00 P.M.

REDEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY BOARD ROOM

IN ATTENDANCE

New Eastvick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Kgrman Cprp_.

Frank Trexler
Ed Glasgow

Eastwick PAC

David Wilk
Jim Mace
Richard Currie

Redevelopment Authority

Michael Arno
Chuck Andrews
Anthony Lucarnini

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab

ardo opened the meeting by asking for comments on the minutes of the
of 16 December. Joe noted that the December 16th minutes would serve
the minutes of the meeting of November 12th with respect to Jack
comment and the attendance of Lois Shaub and Stanley Veneski.
of the meeting of 22 December were passed out. Comments on these
will be taken at the February meeting.
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Comments were requested on the letter to the Director of the Planning Commis-
sion regarding Capital Program items. Committee members accepted the letter as
presented and signed it.

David WiLk passed out copies of a letter he was asked to draft as a follow-up
identifying additional Capital Program items which concern the community.
Comments on this draft letter will be directed to Joe Leonardo by the 3rd of
February,

Discussion moved to parcels considered passed over for development. The
Planning Commission staff identified parcels in Stage I, Upper and Lower Stage
II and Stage IV. Parcels in Stage I and Upper Stage II are more clearly
identified because these areas are almost entirely developed now. The parcels
identified in Lower Stage II and Stage IV were those which because of their
small size and location between already developed properties seem less likely
to be developed in the future. Parcels identified in each case were limited
to those which are publicly controlled.

The parcels identified were further differentiated by size. There are several
large parcels mainly in the vicinity of Island Ave. which could accomodate
major development. The remainder are primarily so small that they would
individually be of little interest to most residential developers.

Joe Leonardo noted several reasons why it is important to look at these parcels:

- The land is simply underutilized and is doing no one any good in its
present unmaintained state.

- The market value of the larger parcels in Stage I alone to the Redevelop-
ment Authority probably exceeds $250,000.

- There is considerable value to the City in having these parcels added to
the tax rolls given that public improvements (site preparation, streets,
water, sewers etc.) are already in place.

Michael Arno noted that several parcels have been sold for side yards over the
years. He noted tht the process followed in these sales is rather involved for
individual parcels. Joe Leonardo pointed out that an appropriate goal for the
committee would be to find a way to simplify and expedite the side yard disposi-
tion process. Mike Arno felt that it would be useful to identify all of the
potential side yard parcels and have them released by the New Eastwick Corp.
for that purpose. Mr. Mace pointed out that many area residents have inquired
to the'R. A. about parcels adjacent to their homes.

New Eastwick/Korman would like to develop certain of the larger parcels but
cannot do so now due to community objection to presently proposed land use.
Joe Leonardo noted that one of the purposes of this discussion is to determine
whether those land uses are still reasonable and to consider alternate land uses
which might be appropriated Mr. Bonevac stated tht the New Eastwick Corp.
would like to see a program set up to facilitate the release of the smaller
parcels as well as the development of certain of the larger parcels.
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hn Higgins suggested chat participants should come to the next meeting
ared to discuss those development alternatives which would be acceptable

to them for each major parcel. In response to Dave Wilk's comment that the
PAC could not guarantee participation by the neighborhood groups, Joe
Leonardo stated that he felt that it was incumbent on the PAC Board to take
action (such as a resolution endorsing the concept of a land use review for
the larger parcels) which would encourage local group participation.

The discussion turned to the larger parcels individually. Parcels 5 and 8 in
Stage I have a currently land use of multi-family residential. The community
has said that they probably would not support such a use unless it was an
extension of the existing Unico Village development. Susan Frankel pointed
out that section 8 housing developments for the Elderly are usually of a much
smaller size than would be possible on these parcels, leaving a substantial
portion undeveloped. Mr. Bonevac stated that he and Korman would consider
sponsoring Section 8 Elderly housing if the financing was available. David
Wilk said if this was not possible the surrounding residents would probably
like to see the parcels left as open space. John Higgins reminded the
Commitee of previous discussions of the Recreation Department's limited budget
and said that any new park projects in this area would be highly unlikely.
Higgins also recommended looking at the mini-town-center as part of this
discussion.

Parcel 18 has a designated land use of Semi-Public Institutional (church).
Even though several church groups have inquired about this site, none have
followed through. It is doubtful that a serious church proposal will come
through any time soon. A plan for 80 units for the handicapped was also pro-
posed last year but the community rejected this proposal primarily on the basis
that the building would have been 5 stories high (adjoining houses are 2 stories)

Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 in Upper Stage II can be examined as one because of
their close proximity. The planned land use for these parcels is single
family residential, however the surrounding community would like to see the
area developed as an extension of the Eastwick regional park. Dick Currie
said the community felt that the area was dense enough and did not need any
more housing. John Higgins re-stated that new park projects in the Eastwick
area would be highly unlikely.

Parcel 14 also is currently designated for single family residential but has
been the subject of a proposal for a medical center. Frontages on Island and
Chelwynde Avenues make this the type of parcel which could be developed either
residentially or commercially. The community opposed the proposed medical
center for several reasons.

- The developer did not want to purchase the entire site; the community
wanted to be assured that the adjacent, interested property owners
would be able to acquire the remainder.

- They felt the proposed two-phase development plan was vague.

- They did not what to see a precedent set by changing land use from
residential to commercial.



It was agreed that the Planning Commission would prepare sketches of possible
housing schemes for some of the larger parcels. The Redevelopment Authority
will identify those parcels which have had inquiries about purchase. The
community and the developer will prepare a list of acceptable alternate land
uses for the large parcels.

Michael Arno said that he would like to discuss the land use change for Stage
III and know what PCPC staff would recommend.

The meeting was adjourned.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

Tuesday, 24 February, 1981 7:00 p.m.

Philadelphia City Planning Commission Conference Room

IN ATTENDANCE

New Eastwick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Korman Corp.

Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAC

David Wilk
Jack Malloy
Jim Mace
John Hammon
Martha Summers
Dick Currie

Redevelopmgnt: Autjiority

Charles Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel

John Higgina began the meeting by requesting comments on the minutes of the
meeting of January 27, 1981.

Agenda items for future meetings were discussed, John Higgins pointed out that
the Committee should conclude this series of meetings by the summer raanths. The
following list represents 4-5 meetings, assuming that some items will be
combined in a single agenda.

- PIDC overview of Industrial Development Prospects
- Section 8
- Walkway System
- Landscaping
- Stage III
- Sign Controls



Several members of the committee experienced problems with the mailings
arriving late. The Planning Commission staff will mail packets directly
rather than using the City's internal mail system in order to correct this
problem in the future.

John Higgins opened discussion of the letter which was written to him by David
Wilk regarding Capital programming issues and his written reply, explaining
that the Planning Commission staff, in examining David Wilk's draft letter,
recommended that certain items not be included in the Committee's letter to
Councilwoman Verna. John Higgins detailed the reasoning behind these dele-
tions as per his letter of explanation to Wilk of February 17, 1981. There
were two basic reasons for deletions of items from the original letter. Some
of the issues raised by the PAC were in fact operational and therefore should
be addressed by contacting the appropriate operating departments directly as
the PAC has done over the years. Other issues were too complex for the
Committee to address independently due to state funding over which the Commit-
tee has little control or because of unresolved policy issues such as the
request for a new police district. David Wilk disagreed with this reasoning
and asked that the letter go out in its original form as he felt it represent-
ed a more complete picture of the community's concerns. Higgins noted that it
the rest of the Committee agreed, the other items could be included. Planning
Commission staff will not sign this letter because of a potential conflict,
since the Planning Commission is responsible for preparing the Recommended
Capital Program and it would be inappropriate for a staff member to write to a
counciIperson with opinions which differ from the Planning Commission's formal
recommendations.

John Higgins discussed the idea of a "spin-off" committee to deal with routine,
operational issues and suggested that it might become the successor to the
current committee when its plan review work is complete. John also noted that
this new committee would be most appropriately chaired by the Redevelopment
Authority. There was general agreement on the value of such a committee.

Discussion then turned to passed over parcels. Fact sheets prepared by
Redevelopment Authority staff listing the parcels and breaking them down
according to use potential were distributed. Side yard parcels were first to
be discussed. John Higgins expressed hope that some agreement could be worked
out between the New Eastwick Corp. and the Redevelopment Authority to release
these parcels so that they might be acquired by neighbors as side or rear
yards. He also suggested changing the land use of these parcels from residen-
tial te side/rear yard. Mr. Bonevac said that he would research these parcels
and would report his findings at the next Committee meeting.

Chuck Andrews and Joe Leonardo described those parcels which were thought to
have possibilities for housing development. Joe Leonardo noted that several
of the smaller of these parcels could be combined to create packages which
would seem reasonable for new housing development.

The Planning Commission staff, as agreed at the last Committee meeting pre-
pared housing schemes for several of the larger parcels. Joe Leonardo pre-
sented these schemes.
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18 (Stage I)

,,-,-o 1 ' s current ly designated land use is institutional (church),••..a part-*- •*
r the history of disinterest by institutional developers led the

hJW ne Commission staff to consider alternate land uses which would be
riate for parcel 18, The residential context in which the parcel is

JPP red made the CP staff think that it is well suited for multi-family
'J dential development. Two schemes were presented, each of which had over
In* nits. Martha Summers felt that the surrounding community would probably
h'ect to multi-family housing on this site because of the perceived transient

°} festyles of apartment dwellers. She than nsked why single family houses
Id not be possible on this site. Higgins and Leonardo responded by explain-
that the unusual shape and rights of way which cross the site would make
impossible to create an economical single family lot layout. Dick Currie

slced whether the parcel had ever been advertised for institutional development.
irtien told that it had not, he suggested trying to see if there was any interest
hv institutional developers before changing the land use. The rest of the
Committee agreed that the parcel should be advertised for church development.

Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 (Upper Stage II)

joe Leonardo described two schemes to illustrate potential for single-family
residential devlopment. One scheme, continuing the existing street pattern
contained 63 units. The other, which altered the street pattern in order to
leave a portion of parcels 3 and 4 open for possible park development had 39
units. Dick Currie said that he thought it had been agreed that parcels 1 and
2 would be left open to continue regional pat1* development. Joe Leonardo
acknowledged having said the idea was good, subject to a determination of the
feasibility of using these parcels as well as other land to link the regional
park with Island Avenue. This alternative was not shown because of the dis-
covery that parcels 1 and 2 are not contiguous as previously thought.

John Higgins noted that the time allotted for the meeting was almost gone
without having covered all of the agenda items. He asked whether the Committee
wanted to continue to address passed-over parcels in this detailed manner. The
response was positive. Dick Currie also questioned this method of looking at
the parcels. He felt that the Committee should encourage development" under-
existing land use before considering specific alternate schemes. John Higgins
and Joe Leonardo explained that these drawings do not represent conclusions or
recommendations, only a range of possibilities. Putting alternatives on paper
in this manner is extremely helpful in allowing us to see what is physically
possible on a given site. Nevertheless the Committee suggested that more
general discussions of the options preceed the development of specific site
plans. This approach was accepted by the Committee.

It was decided that an additional meeting of the Committee will be held before
the regularly scheduled March meeting in order that this discussion on passed
over parcels can be completed without affecting the agendas of future meetings.
The next two meetings will occur on Wednesday 25 March 7:00 P.M. at the East-
wick Library and Tuesday 31 March 3:00 P.M. in the Planning Commission Con-
ference Room.
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MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE ON EASTWICK

Wednesday, March 25, 1981

Clearview Methodist Church

IN ATTENDANCE:

Ne! w_Eastwic k Corp^

D. Paul Bonevac

Korman Corp.

Leonard Korman -
Ed Glasgow
Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAC

Richard Currie
David Wilk
Martha Summers
James Mace
Jack Malloy
John Hammon
Lois Shaub

Redevelopment Authority

Michael Arno
Charles Andrews

Planning Commis sion

Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke

Mike Am> opened the meeting and requested that Mr. Bonevac report on the
status o his investigation of passed over parcels.

Mr. Bone ac said that he and his staff have just reached the point of having
identified all of the parcels and are now in the process of formulating their
position!; on each one. He then asked other committee members to consent on
parcels If they wished so that their opinions could be taken into account as
part of liis evaluation. Mr. Bonevac started by listing those parcels which had
been dislussed at the February meeting: (Stage I, Parcels 5, 7, 8 and 18;
Stage IB, Parcels 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 14).

Dick CuAie pointed out (regarding Parcels 5 and 8, Stage I) that according to
informatllon obtained at a Citizens Advisory Council Meeting, the City's entire
Section B Elderly allotment would likely be assigned to a developer in the very
near futlure precluding any chance of this type of development in Eastwick. Mr.
Malloy requested that the committee defer consideration of parcels 1, 2, 3, 4
and 5 in Stage II as the community is negotiating for a playground on the site.
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Dick Currie asked whether parcel 18 had ever been considered as a relocatio
site for Saint Paul's Church in Stage III. David Wilk followed by noting rh
St. Paul's has expressed interest recently in either expanding at their pres
location or moving. Mike Arno said that Parcel 18 would be reasonable in the
Authority's viewpoint for that purpose. He also pointed out that the RA board
has expressed a willingness to address the excluded properties in stage m
including St. Paul's as soon as the land use change occurs.

Parcel 7 has been rezuned to recreation even though the URP land use is reside t-
Currie suggested that the city buy the parcel and add it to the park system.
Martha Summers said that adjacent owners were promised when their homes were
built that this parcel would remain open.

Martha Summers asked about the possibility of constructing a mixture of subsidi»«,j
elderly and market single family units on parcels 5 and 8. Mr. Bonevac replied
that such a mixture would work well if the single family units were condominium
type. This form of ownership would permit single family type units on what
would otherwise be considered interior lots. Joe Leonardo asked Martha Summers
if the community would consider development of parcel 5 before parcel 8. Martha
Summers and Louis Shaub thought that there would be no objection to this especial!,
if single family development was included.

Parcel 67

Mr. Malloy said that the Elmwood Park community would like to see Parcel 67
developed as a parking lot for area residents. Mr. Korman said that there have
been several inquiries regarding possible commercial development of this site,
but most have concluded that the parcel was too small for their needs. Mr.
Malloy stated that the community would not support additional commercial
development on this parcel. Dick Currie elaborated by explaining that Island
Ave. in that area has an over-abundance of "in-out" commercial uses, (gas
stations, fast food, etc.) Chuck Andrews mentioned a recent inquiry about a
recording studio for this location. Leonard Korman defined this as a "passive
commercial" use and asked the community's opinion on a use of this type. Mr.
Malloy thought this was better than the more active uses but would still like
to see a parking lot. He mentioned that the sound from the dXitdoor speakers
used for drive through ordering at Ginos is audible throughout the neighborhood,
especially at night. Mr. Korman offered to contact Ginos to try to solve this
problem if someone from the community would put the complaint in writing.

A brief discussion followed on the major shopping center. Mrs. Schaub asked
whether anything was being done to obtain an anchor store for the second phase
of the major shopping center. She also pledged the community's support and
interest in. this matter. Mr. Korman said that he is in touch with several
prospective developers however the economic climate is not at the moment conducive
to shopping center construction. He said that Korman Corp. is committed to
developing the remainder o.f the shopping center as quickly as possible.

David Wilk asked why there had been no notification of the community about the
proposed Roy Rodgers Restaurant. Mr. Korman apologized explaining that this was
an oversight.

The meeting was adjourned.
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MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE ON EASTWICK

Tuesday, March 31, 1981 - 3:00 P.M.

Planning Commission Conference Room

IN ATTENDANCE:

New Eastyick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Kqrman Corp.

Leonard Korman
Ed Glasgow
Frank Trexler

Eastwick PAG

David Wilk
Richard Currie
Martha Summers

PIDC

Eugene Veneziale
Joseph Alymer

Redevelopment Authority

Charles Andrews

Planning Commission

John Higgins
Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab

John Higgins opened the meeting and introduced Gene Veneziale of PIDC. Mr.
Veneziale provided a brief overview of development which has occurred and
which is anticipated in Industrial Stages A & B. Among the prospective
developments mentioned were those of Parcels G & H in Stage A. Mr. Veneziale
stated that these parcels are only now about to be acquired by PIDC because
the lines of the section of 1-95 which borders the parcels have recently
been established. Also mentioned were the land use changes anticipated for
these parcels to allow hotel development. Due to its location and the
interest already expressed by several hotel developers, PIDC is seeking
to have Parcel H changed from general Industrial to Airport-related commercial
use. Parcel G would be changed from general Industrial to Airport-related
Industrial, allowing hotel uses so that it could be developed with either
industrial or hotel and related uses.
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Leonard Kortnan complimented PIDC on its industrial development bat he
strongly disagreed with the proposed land use changes which would allow
hotel development on parcels G & H. He was of the opinion that to allow
development of a hotel on Parcel H would delay development of Korman's
interplex in Stage III (given the demand projections for 300-400 new rooms
in the near future).

John Higgins responded by pointing out that Parcel H is a prime site for
hotel development due to its location. Although Stage III is also well
located with respect to the airport, there are two major problems which
should be dealt with in order to proceed with the development of Stage III
at this time:

1. An attempt should be made to acquire the excluded residential and
institutional properties in Stage III in order to facilitate complete
Stage III development.

2. The cost of the infrastructure necessary to allow the development of
Stage III.

The Redevelopment Authority Board is apparently willing to consider acquis-
ition of the excluded parcels. Funding of the infrastrueture, however,
remains a problem. Higgins explained that Stage III was not included in
the last UDAG Application because there were simply too many other good
proposals waiting to be funded. The city did not feel it could justify
prioritizing the Stage III proposal at this time especially since there are
two other sites available for Hotel devel >pment in the area which are
basically ready to be developed with no additional cost to the city.

Dick Currie stated that while the PAC is of the opinion that Parcel H is a
good one for Hotel development they are concerned about the fate of the
Interplex Proposal (Stage III). He reported that at its last meeting the
PAC Planning Committee approved the proposed land use change for Parcel H
but rejected the change for Parcel G.

Leonard Korman acknowledged that Parcel H is indeed a viable location for a
hotel, but asked about the possibility of office development on1""'Hre- "sire".""" ~
It was his contention that office development could not occur on Stage III
without the Hotel in that location, so that developing a hotel somewhere
else in the area would effectively delay the mixed use Interplex proposal.

John Higgins pointed out that Eastwick as a whole is only half done after
20 years of renewal activity and that in the long run there will certainly
be demand for additional hotel rooms. The issue is one of sequencing:
whether Stage III will be developed now or several years from now, not now
or never. The cost of site improvements poses a formidable barrier to a
favorable decision to develop Stage III in the near future.

Mr. Bonevac inquired about the status of Parcels G & H. Chuck Andrews
replied that appraisals have been completed and that consideration by the
various boards and City Council should take place within the next 2 months.
Mr. Bonevac said that he and representatives of Korman would like to be
included in future discussions regarding Parcels G & H.
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asked Gene Veneziale to describe PIDC's marketing procedures.
' eziale stated that a prospective developer may be identified through

*r* v contacts, or by public advertisement of parcels. Once a prospective
jndus ^ identified, PIDC is able to offer 3 types of incentives.

land cost writedowns - from CDBG - if user agrees to minimum employee
l' rates as well as minimum F.A.R.

Real Estate Tax abatements.
!' Low Cost Financing.

• k Currie asked who usually finds whom in this process. Veneziale said
hat although PIDC continually attempts to 'sell' businesses on Philadelphia,
hat many firms contact PIDC directly because of the very attractive
fnancial incentives which PIDC has to offer.

nick Currie asked for an update on the Free Trade Zone. Veneziale reported
that a British firm is handling the marketing and that there are several
very interested potential developers. Currie questioned the nature of the
business anticipated in the Free Trade Zone; whether it would be manufacturing
Or warehousing. Veneziale replied that goods must be processed in some way
in the Free Trade Zone so that simple warehousing could not occur. Currie
raised several more questions concerning the types of uses now present in
Eastwick industrial areas. He stated that the community was concerned
about having a majority of warehouse operations because of the possible
negative effects if the demand for warehousing should drop substantially.
He was assured by Mr. Veneziale as well as Mr. Kortnan that it was highly
unlikely that such a thing would happen and even if it did the "shell" type
warehouse buildings in the Industrial Park would lend themselves easily
to conversion to other uses unlike older multi-story loft industrial
buildings. John Higgins wound up this discussion on industrial development
by asking Mr. Veneziale whether there was any aspect of the current Urban
Renewal Plan which presents any problems to PIDC in its development in
Eastwick. Mr. Veneziale replied that there were no such problems.

David Wilk asked PIDC Representatives whether they might present a more
precise picture of parcel by parcel development opportunities in Eastwick
at some future time. Mr. Veneziale responded positively.

John Higgins discussed topics for future meetings as per the list in the
minutes from February's meeting.

Dick Currie asked whether it would be possible to take a more general look
at the Urban Renewal Plan and its history and then go back and look at
specific issues in order to achieve the larger goal of "Plan Review". He
was of the opinion that we have been looking at specific issues without any
regard for overall implications. John Higgins replied that the discussions
we have been having on various subjects will enable us to look at the Plan
in total and know where the weak points are.
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It was agreed that the next meeting of the Committee will be held on
Wednesday, April 29, 1981 at 7:30 p.m. in the Eastwick Library. The
subjects to be discussed are:

1. Sign Controls
2. Landscaping
3. Stage III

The meeting was adjourned.
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING ON EASTWICK

WEDNESDAY, 29 APRIL 1981

Eastwick Library

IN ATTENDANCE

New Eastwick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Korman Corp.

Frank Trexler
Ed. Glasgow

Eastwick PAC

Stanley Richardson
Jim Mace
Jack Malloy
David Wilk
Clyde Shaub
Lois Shaub
Dick Currie

Redevelopment^ Authority

Chuck Andrews

Planning Commissj.j>n

John Higg-ins
Joe Leonardo
William B"rke
Jill Groginsky

John Higgins opened the meeting by asking for comments on the minutes of the
meetings of March 25th and March 31st. They were accepted with no revisions.
Higgins then referred to the tentative schedule for preparation of the Eastwick
Plan Review Report which was distributed to Committee members. He noted that
the next Committee meeting is tentatively scheduled to be the last in this
process and the two agenda items to be discussed are Walkways and Section 8.
He then asked for comments from the Committee.

David Wilk had several comments regarding the remaining meetings. He requested
that a representative of HUD be present for the Section 8 discussion in addition
to the scheduled OHCD representative. He also requested that the Environmental
Impact Statement for Eastwick be reviewed in order to determine its validity in
light of current events as well as methods of enforcement. He also suggested
that the Plan Review Committee charge the Implementation Committee with a
specific set of responsibilities.
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Chuck Andrews requested that this Committee discuss the purpose and structure
of the Implementation Committee which will begin when the Plan Review Process
is done.

The first agenda item discussed was Passed-over Parcels. In introducing this
topic John Higgins referred to the categorized list of passed-over parcels
which was included in the April mailing to the committee members. Joe Leonardo
asked if Committee members had any comments on the list. There was general
agreement on the categorization in this list. Mr. Bonevac however said that he
did have some questions on this matter but would prefer to state them as part
of his report on the subject which he expects to present at the next Committee
meet ing.

Next to be discussed were sign controls, copies of which weere also included
in the mailing. Joe Leonardo stated that there had been two responses to draft
controls;

1. P.I.D.C. questioned the open endedness of paragraph J. 7. titled "Approval
of Plans and Specifications". Chuck Andrews explained that the sentence
in question had been written that way as opposed to making strict requir-
ments in order to permit the addition of special items which may be needed
from time to time.

2. Russ Milnor, the R.A. staff architect, pointed out that the draft controls
which were sent out did not adequately address signage on out-parcels of
shopping centers. Leonardo noted that he thought Milnor's comments were
valid and that addenda to the draft controls had been prepared which
covered out-parcel situations. These were handed out at this time.

David Wilk questioned the difference between the words "facade" and "storefront"
as used in the controls. He than stated that he felt the extra sign area which
users of detached buildngs would be allowed may give them unfair advantage over
other merchants within the shopping center. Joe Leonardo explained that the
additional sign area allowed is actually less in proportion to the amount of
additional exposed facade that such detached buildings would have. Hohn Higgins
suggested an examination of signage at the existing shopping centers to compare
with the proposed controls. Wilk then opposed the provision for free standing
signs in Neighborhood and Local Shopping Center saying that they would not be
needed if the centers are indeed neighborhood oriented. Joe Leonardo explained
that the only parcels to which these controls would apply are the 84th and
Lindbergh and the Stage IV commercial parcels and noted that the 84th and
Lindbergh parcel is somewhat less sensitively located than the Stage IV parcel.
It is at a major intersection, across from an apartment complex and not closely
related to single family housing. Dick Currie stated that the high elevation of
84th and Lindbergh would make a commercial building very visable, reducing the
need for a free-standing sign. Leonardo asked that further comments on the
sign controls be sent to him by May 15th.

Wilk then asked what could be done to prohibit Billboard-type advertising
especially along the Airport High speed Line R.O.W. Chuck Andrews pointed
out that signs of this type are prohibited in many cases under zoning codes
as well as in the Urban Renewal Plan. John Higgins suggested the possibility
of inserting language into the city code similar to that used to restrict
signage along highways in other parts of the city. Wilk also asked what
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•done to restrict bench advertising. Higgins responded that he did not
It anything could be done in the Urban Renewal Plan to correct this
Imd that both the billboard and advertising bench issues could be
Lken up by the Implementation Committee.

,n then turned to the subject of landscaping controls. There was
nereement that the best way to effect landscaping standards in the
iewal Plan would be to require that a landscaping plan be included
submissions. John Higgins commented on the possibility of including

|:s for species and caliper of plantings and timing of submissions of
; plans. Joe Leonardo noted that this would be better handled by the
;ation Committee. Also discussed was possible inclusion of a required
lice contract which would guarantee that live landscaping material will

good condition for a specified period of time. David Wilk outlined
limunity concerns which he felt should be included in this discussion such

tree planting and an experimental nursery in the airport free zone
|ild supply planting material for the area. John Higgins agreed that
ias do merit consideration however since they are not related to Plan

liey would be better handled by the Implementation Committee.

-he finlL agenda item to be discussed was Stage III. Ed Glasgow indicated that
'he Koriin Corp. will submit a revised proposal within the next week. This
proposal will include an offer by the Korman Corp. to participate in the
infrast 1-icture costs for the first phase of Stage III, John Higgins felt that
uiicil tits proposal is submitted the Committee could not discuss Stage III,
David Wilk disagreed stating that he felt that other unresolved issues such as
che lanl use change and the relocation of excluded property owners could be
discussld. John Higgins restated his position that the Committee discussions
should larallel the process of proposal review followed by City Agencies, and
chat nolserious attempt to discuss specific issues can be made without having
seen th| revised proposal.

Joe Leolardo pointed out that a plan for all of Stage III can only be prepared
with filal knowledge of which excluded properties would remain. It was noted
chat Mile Arno has indicated that he hopes to get approval from his Board
co begil negotiations for the purchase of excluded properties. Arno felt
however!that an Urban Renewal Plan land use change is an essential prerequisite
Co initiating those negotiations.

A seriel of questions followed regarding
what rairht cause the option to cease? if
be otheirs who would be given a change to
chance |:o bid is especially important in
adjacerl; owners be given preference over
Higginsl felt that this was also an issue
mentation Committee.

the Korman option on land in Eastwick:
an option was relinquished would there
bid before the general public? The
the case of side yard parcels; would
the general public in bidding rights?
that should be discussed by the Itnple-
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MINUTES of the

EASTWICK PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

Tuesday, May 19, 1981

CLEARVIEW METHODIST CHURCH

IN ATTENDANCE

Eastwick PAC

Dick Currie
David Wilk
Joseph Warren
Regina Eichinger
Jim Mace
Eunice Pettigrew
Lois Shaub
Martha Summers
Stan Richardson

Korman Corporation

Frank Trexler

Redevelopment Authority

Charles Andrews

Planning CommissJ.on

Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke

> Joe Leonardo opened by noting that John Higgins had resigned his position
at the City Planning Commission to accept a position with the Philadelphia
Parking Authority and that he would not be attending this evening's meeting.

Dick Currie announced that he had been elected Corresponding Secretary of
the Eastwick PAC and that Lois Shaub is the new PAC President.

Joe Leonardo said that this meeting was called to deal with a number of
loose ends before next week's meeting which is intended to be the last in
the Plan Review series prior to preparation of the Plan Review Report. He
then updated the Committee on three items:

1. Leonardo noted that Paul Bonevac, who was unable to attend the
meeting, had told him that preparation of the New Eastwick/Korman statement
on passed-over development parcels is taking longer than expected and
might not be ready for the May 27th meeting. Leonardo said that if this is
the case a special meeting of the Plan Review Committee may be called to
discuss this subject or this may be the subject of the first Implementation
Committee meeting;
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Leonardo had spoken to Ed Glasgow regarding Stage III, and Glasgow
|iat the Korman Corp. is still considering its position on this matter
i not yet come to agreement on a revised proposal;

At the April 29th Committee meeting PAC requested that HUD be
1 to attend the May 27th Committee meeting on Section 8 programs.
) area office was invited to participate, however, they are inclined
accept the Committee's invitation. The Area Office apparently is
implementation oriented and feels that OHCD representatives can

? basically the same information that a HUD official would. David
jjected to this position noting that someone from HUD should come

I. Leonardo said that he was willing to re-invite HUD if PAC would
: a statement detailing what was expected from the HUD representative,
lo also noted that although it was not much help, at least the HUD
>n was consistant over time. When the Plan Review Committee was
formed HUD officials were invited to send a representative. Although
tought the plan review effort was worthwhile, they also felt it was a
local matter and that their expertise in housing program implement-
/ould not particularly aid the Plan Review process. Dick Currie
that, partially due to the change in administration in Washington,

unlikely that we would be successful in our efforts to get a HUD
ntative to attend a Plan Review Committee meeting on Section 8

i issues.

Warren asked whether or not Korman and New Eastwick could be held to
jommitments to provide information on Stage III and passed-over
on time. Leonardo restated that both New Eastwick and Korman had

lat they were still in the process of reviewing their respective
is and cannot report at this time. Warren then asked whether New
:k could decide on the disposition of side yard parcels without
by the Korman Corp. Frank Trexler replied that he was unsure
this was legally possible but such an action would not be good

;s practice between partners. Trexler added that he did not feel
could properly comment on matters dealing with Stage III as he is

ectly involved with that project.

Warrer wanted to know why it is taking the Korman Corp. so long to submit
their >roposal for Stage III. Leonardo briefly explained that Korman's
origir il submission for Stage III called for the City to spend in excess of
$1 mil ion for site improvements but that the City could not justify making
such a large public investment for this project. As a result, the Korman
Corporition is now in the process of determining to what extent they will
be abl '- to participate in the site improvement costs to seek to gain the
City's support. Mrs. Shaub asked whether a position could be taken on the
fate c: St. Paul's Church and the other excluded properties prior to
Korman s submission so that those affected can plan their futures. Chuck
Andrew > responded that the answers to these questions are dependent on the
nature of the Korman submission and until that is received nothing can be
done.
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.ion returned briefly to the issue of Bonevac's report on side yard
Osition. Chuck Andrews, in responding to questions about the delay
\ that there is probably a small group of parcels which New Eastwick and

are still unsure about. He felt it was likely, however, that they
'come to a decision about the majority of these parcels. He asked

Tank Trexler to relay the Committee's feelings of the urgency of this
Lter and to ask that Bonevac come to the next meeting prepared to make a

" atetnent on at least those parcels that he is willing to release. Martha
• mme" agreed that Mr. Bonevac should be reminded of the Committee's
'oncern about the delay of his report but felt that he should be asked to
Resent the full report as soon as possible, not just part of it. Dick
• rrie felt that the delay would be more acceptable if Bonevac had sent
,jme sort of progress report and explained the nature of the delay rather
,,ian just sending word that it's not ready.

,'arren asked if anyone had found the answer to a question which he asked at
•he last meeting concerning the legality of New Eastwick's status as
jeveloper of Stage III in light of the fact that the EIS for Eastwick has
seated that no residential development can occur there. Chuck Andrews
replied that he had researched this point and found that New Eastwick1s
contract states that Stage III may be developed residentially or commercially

joe Leonardo then mentioned that David Wilk had asked several questions
about the Eastwick EIS at last month's meeting. In following up on these
questions Leonardo said that it was the opinion of the CPC Environmental
Assessment Coordinator as well as the opinion of the former Environmental
Clearance Coordinator for the R.A. that the EIS does explicitly prohibit
residential development in Stage III for reasons of noise and air pollution
and potential for flooding. If the City ignored this prohibition federal
funds could be cut off, possibly for the entire project area. This could
also extend to such things as flood insurance, mortgages, etc. Leonardo
added that in addition to specific HUD prohibitions against housing in
Stage III in the E.I.S., there is a city ordinance which states that
residential construction cannot occur within the 100 year flood pl.ain
unless the lowest living level is elevated at least 1 foot above the flood
plain. Building permits would not be issued for any residential development
Ln a flood plain unless this condition were met.

David Wilk then passed out a list of excerpts from the EIS which were
intended to challenge the document's validity. He said that Jim Treadwell
of the area HUD office feels that the EIS should be updated if it is to be
referred to at this time. Leonardo said that he would consider this new
EIS related material and report back to the Committee as soon as possible.

Joe Leonardo introduced the topic of walkways and noted that having recently
discussed the matter with Dick Currie that there appeared to be no major
issues outstanding which the Plan Review Committee needed to consider. In
a meeting held last fall David Wilk, Chuck Andrews and Al Zion discussed
the walkway system and there was agreement on two major actions which
respond to problems identified by the community:

1.

2.

Future walkway design will change to discourage use by
juveniles for "anti-social" activities.

Unfinished walkways in already developed areas will be
completed.
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Leonardo felt that, given the Recreation Department's agreement with the
R.A. and PAC and since the community has direct input into the design of
individual walkway system elements, that point #1 was sufficiently covered.
Point #2, however, as well as the coordination of future walkway system
construction with private development may require continuing attention.
Leonardo noted that these latter two items are included on a list of
suggested agenda topics for discussion by the Eastwick Implementation
Committee that will be distributed later in the meeting.

Dick Currie noted that this entire issue is one which Korman and the
Community can get together to work for, since timely completion of the
walkway system would hold obvious benefits for both. He also pointed out
to Mr. Trexler that Korman sales agents in the Meadows area have been
telling prospective buyers that they might be able to acquire certain
undeveloped walkway parcels as side or rear yards. Mr. Trexler assured the
group that he did not know of this situation but that he would instruct his
salesmen not to make such claims. Trexler asked that any other instances
of this be reported to him.

Chuck Andrews distributed a fact, sheet which he prepared that outlined the
side yard disposition process. PAC representatives questioned the components
of the advertisement (Step #2) described in the outline. They felt that
details of these items should have been included in the outline so that
they could be reviewed. It was explained that the R.A. was not able to
fully detail those components at this time and that the list was prepared
primarily to give future Implementation Committee participants a basis for
initiating their discussions about a desirable side yard disposition
process for Eastwick. Joe Leonardo felt that this discussion about dis-
position procedures should appropriately be taken up by the Implementation
Commitee.

Mr. Mace questioned the number of items which are being referred to the
Implementation Committee. A discussion of the nature of this Committee
followed. Joe Leonardo acknowledged that there will be a certain amount of
overlap between the Plan Review and Implementation Committees but most
items which have been referred to the Implementation Committee are geared
to getting things done rather than being Urban Renewal Plan amendment
oriented.

David Wilk then said that as a follow-up to the Committee meeting with PIDC
that the community had prepared a Shopping List of comments and questions
which they feel PIDC should address. He distributed copies to Committee
members. Leonardo asked Committee members to review this list and said that
if time allows the Committee will discuss it at the May 27th meeting.

Joe Leonardo distributed revised sign controls. He described the major
changes in this revision which include:

1. Controlling signage for multiple uses in detached buildings
on out parcels.

2. Prohibiting sale or transfer of sign area allowances among
commercial users.
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nardo also explained that it is the public agency intent to recommend a
i nd use change for the 87th Street and Mario Lanza Blvd. commercial parcel
, ̂  the Neighborhood Shopping Center to the Local Shopping Center designation,
There was ^rie^ discussion on free standing signs. The PAC would like to

e the provision for free standing signs in local and neighborhood shopping
-enters eliminated. The Korman Corp. feels that free standing signs are
necessary for attracting quality retailers to the area. Leonardo asked
-hat the PAC consider if there are any ways in which the sign controls can
be tightened so that free standing signs would be more acceptable to the

He also asked the Korman Corp. to consider what concessions in
area of sign controls, if any, they would be willing to make in order

to seek community acceptance of free standing signs. Leonardo said that if
the community and Korman cannot reach agreement on this issue, then CPC and
KA staff will confer and recommend a final set of sign controls to be
incorporated into the Urban Renewal Plan,

Leonardo then passed out copies of a list of suggested agenda items for
consideration by the Eastwick Implementation Committee that had been
prepared by CPC staff. There were no comments on the list at this time but
Leonardo noted that he would welcome other ideas from Committee members.

Next, copies of the outline of the report which will document the Urban
Renewal Plan review process were distributed. There was discussion regarding
the nature of the report as well as of the Plan Review Committee itself.
Opinions differed on whether the Committee is advisory to the Planning
Commission or whether it is a separate entity with one participant being
the Planning Commission staff. It was felt that this point could affect
the nature of the report. Leonardo felt that the Committee is advisory and
that the report will be a Planning Commission document prepared with the
advice of the Committee. He said that if individual Committee members have
positions which differ from those expressed in drafts of the report there
will be several opportunities to present them as denoted on the Tentative
Plan Review Report Preparation Schedule which was distributed at the April
29th meeting.
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MINUTES of the

EASTWICK PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

Tuesday, May 27, 198L

Planning Commission Conference Room

IN ATTENDANCE:

OHCD

Jason Stump

Eastwick PAC

Dick Currie
David Wilk
Joseph Warren
Jim Mace
Martha Summers
Catherine Jackson

New Eastwick Corp.

D. Paul Bonevac

Redevelopment Authority

Michael Arno

Planning Commission

Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Bruce Wiggins
Susan Frankel
Gary Jastrzab

Joe Leonardo opened the meeting by introducing Bruce Wiggins who has been
designated Planner In Charge of the Community Planning Division. Wiggins
will be attending future Plan Review Committee meetings.

Leonardo then introduced Jason Stump, Senior Development Officer at OHCD
who was. asked to attend this meeting to discuss Philadelphia's approach to
providing housing through Section 8 programs and the potential for improve-
ment of older Eastwick housing through Section 8 Programs.

Stump explained that in order for Philadelphia to receive Community Develop-
ment funding from HUD', the City must comply with HUD requirements to provide
decent housing for persons of low and moderate income. Philadelphia's
commitment to provide this housing is set forth in its Housing Assistance
Plan (HAP) which is prepared each year and submitted to HUD as part of the
City's application for CD funds. The City's performance in meeting the
housing goals established in the HAP is periodically evaluated by HUD and
poor performance can adversely affect Philadelphia's eligibility for
continued CD funding.
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Although separate from the City's CD grant, the Section 8 program provides the
funds and the program structure which enables Philadelphia to meet its obli2atj
to house low and moderate income residents. The Section 8 program is designed
to provide assisted rental housing for families as we 11 as the elderly and
handicapped. Assistance is in the form of rent subsidies paid directly to
private landlords. The amount of subsidy varies according to the tenant's
income and the rent charged for a particular unit. The subsidies are structured
however, so that the tenant pays no more than 25 percent of his/her income for
rent. There are four components of the Section 8 program. Under the Section 8
New Construction and Substantial Rehabilitation program developers construct or
rehabilitate multi-family rental units for low/moderate income households, and
receive long term commitments of housing assistance payments (maximum 30-40
years). The Section 8 Moderate Rehab, program provides for the upgrading of
vacant or occupied units Cm aximum term for housing assistance payments is 15 yearn'i
The Section 8 Existing Program utilizes the inventory of existing private
housing within the City. Landlords contract with the Housing Authority on an
annual basis under the Existing Program. While none of the above components of
the Section 8 prgram provide construction or permanent financing, several
financing methods are available to the Section 8 developer. In addition to the
above programs there is the Section 202/8 program which is restricted to non-profit
developers and is used solely to construct or rehabilitate units for the elderly
or handicapped. Construct ion and permanent financing is av-ailable to a developer
under the 202 program.

To help facilitate development of Section 8 housing the Pennsylvania Housing
Finance Agency (PHFA) makes both construction and permanent financing available
to developers. PHFA currently has the ability to finance almost 800 new con-
struction and substantial rehab units which have been allocated to Philadelphia.
Part of the City's responsibility in implementing Section 8 programs is to
assist in making sites available for new rental assisted housing development.
In responding to HUD conditions for the release of a portion of the Year V CD
monies and in pursuing equal housing opportunity objectives, city policy has
been to target most Section 8 new and rehab units in racially non-impacted areas
of the city (i.e. Census Tracts which contain a less than 40% minority population).

John Gallery (a former Director of OHCD), had a Section 8 Housing Strategy
prepared which was to implement this policy in an attempt to satisfy the HUD condition!,!
However, the change of administration at the federal level and a reduction
in housing funds have somewhat lessened the pressure on the City to build only
in non-impacted areas. Stump concluded this part of his presentation by noting
that while the drastic reduction of resources available to produce Section 8
housing has taken some of the pressure off of the City for identifying suitable
sites it also makes the city much less responsive to the housing needs of its
populat ion.

Dick Currie asked what the rent subsidy guarantee period was for the different
Section 8 programs. Susan Frankel replied that in the Section 8 existing
program certificates are renewed annually by the tenant; for new construction
and substantial rehab, programs, however, the subsidy is usually guaranteed to
the developer for the life of the mortgage.
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f Warren, referring to Leonardo's introduction of the second agenda item,
t ^ d whether Larchwood Gardens was being considered for rehabilitation
! JS igh a Section 8 program. Leonardo replied that he knew of no plans for

h action, but that he had mentioned Larchwood Gardens as an example of
*iiHer Eastwick housing which might benefit through the use of a Section 8
hab. program. Jason Stump mentioned the possibility of constructing new

f fill Section 8 housing in lower Stage II as well as lower Stage IV.
n veloper interest in these areas appears to be minimal at this time,

bably because market housing would be relatively difficult to sell.
crump added that these areas have not been seriously considered for Section
a development because they are in impacted census tracts. Also, these
• nfill sites are all controlled by the Korman/New Eastwick contract. If
the community is interested, however, it might be worth discussing the
nossibilities for developing these infill sites through Section 8 programs.

Dick Currie asked if the change in administration in Washington has affected
the site selection criteria. Stump replied that the major change has been
[he easing of the requirement that 50^ of the sites be in non-impacted areas.
Other site selection criteria such as site size (larger sites are generally more
desirable due to economy of scale) and appropriateness of the site for residential
development have remained unchanged. The latter considers such things as land
use, zoning, environmental factors, and the surrounding neighborhood.

joe Warren asked Stump to tell the Committee about a meeting which he had
with the Penrose Park community regarding the advertisement of Parcel B for
Section 8 housing. Stump said that he told the community that the reason
that this parcel was advertised as opposed to others in Eastwick is that it
is publicly controlled land that could be made available to a developer other
than Korman/New Eastwick. He assured the committee that even though OHCD is
interested in seeing whether there is developer interest in Eastwick there is no
schedule of assisted housing for this or any other specific area. The community
will be informed immediately if proposa-ls are submitted for the site. He
pointed out that community objections to any specific proposal would be considered
on the basis of appropriateness, design, etc. but not on the basis* of the nature
of the program itself.

Dick Currie asked why, in light of current program cuts was a collection of
sites with a capacity of well over 1,000 units advertised. Stump said that
of the proposals, only 3 or 4 sites at most would probably be selected. He
noted that the odds of any one site being chosen are relatively low. In
response to another question from Currie, Stump said that there were other
publicly owned parcels which are larger than 3/4 acre which were not advertised.

Martha Summers asked about developer response to the recent advertisement
of city owned sites for Section 8 housing proposals. Stump replied that so
far 14 potential sponsors had picked up developer's packages. Most of these
took packages for several sites but some took all of the packages; presumably
they will choose the most interesting site(s) and submit proposals by the June
9th deadline. The only pattern which was apparent in the purchase of these
packages was that there was a general preference for the larger sites. Proposals
received through this process will be added to the 16 proposals for Section 8
development of privately owned sites in Philadelphia which also have been
submitted to PHFA.
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David Wilk asked whether the 16 sites which were advertised fall within non-
impacted areas. Stump replied that almost none of them do. Wilk then asked if
there were any particular environmental factors taken into account during the
site selection process. Stump said that environmental factors are considered by
both HUD and PHFA in determining the general suitability of a site for residential
development. Also, local project proposal review under A-95 sometimes considers
environmental factors. In discussion that followed Susan Frankel noted that
because of DVRPC's decision to reduce their Clearinghouse responsibilities CPC
staff have made special arrangements to be notified of A-95 review requests.

David Wilk asked about the process of pre-approval of sites. Stump said that
pre-approval is usually requested when there is some doubt about a site's accept-
ability to HUD. It helps to avoid needless expenditures in preparing proposals
for unacceptable sites. HUD site and neighborhood standards need to
be met for a site to be determined as acceptable for housing.

Dick Currie asked whether a land use change on Parcel B to residential would
place it under the option agreement of New Eastwick Corp. Paul Bonevac replied
that it would not because their agreement is for Stages I, II, III and IV
only.

Mr. Bonevac said that in light of the community's general disinterest in multi-
family rental housing of any sort on Parcels 5 and 8 in Stage I he has been
investigating the possibility of developing rental assisted housing for the
elderly on these parcels. He has been told that there are no funds available
for projects of this type at the moment. Stump said that the allocations for
this program have indeed been low. Proposals for this year's allocation of 130
units through the Section 202 program are being evaluated now. Next year's
allocation is likely to be less than 100 units. Stump added that PHFA will
consider financing such projects, but that a for-profit developer would have to
take a chance on being able to obtain Section 8 existing certificate tenants
upon completion.

Martha Summers asked Stump to forward any information he has on the Section 8
condominium and co-op programs to the PAC office.

Mike Arno noted that the High School site will probably be added to the City's
list of possible Section 8 sites since the School Board has indicated that it
wants to sell the parcel. Arno, in response to a question raised by Wilk on his

1 Eastwick EIS "quote" sheet said that the Archdiocese does not have an option on
the 84th Street and Lindbergh Blvd. parcel and the parochial school designation
for this site in the Urban Renewal Plan could easily be changed to another
serai-public institutional use through a modification to the URP.

Joe Warren asked how the community could be expected to endorse the Plan Review
Report when the Korman proposal does not address Stage III in its entirety.
Leonardo replied that the major Stage III issue which pertains to plan review is
that of land use and that there is general agreement that the land use for Stage
III should be changed to Airport related commercial. This type of land use
change has been under active consideration since the late 1960's by both the
developer and public agencies. The need for a land use change was formalized in
1976 when the final EIS for Eastwick prohibited the residential development of
Stage III. The fact that the Korman Corporation chose to prepare a plan for the
lower 2/3 of Stage III, however, does not preclude the possibility of processing
of a land use change for all of Stage III. Leonardo also noted that Mike Arno
has indicated that he needs to have a land use change for Stage III so that he
might then seek authorization from his board to negotiate for the purchase of
the remaining Stage III properties. Arno concurred on this last point.
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•e then asked how present Stage III tenants and owners would be affected by a
^j use change to non-residential. Arno replied that the redevelopment authority
•* hligat:ecl Co rel°cate its tenants. Owners would be offered fair market value
! rheir properties as well as relocation benefits. Joe Warren asked if those
:J ets who wante^ to stay could do so. Arno said that it is unlikely that any

t Of condemnation or forced relocation would take place therefore anyone who
*. e not to accept a purchase offer could stay.

. ren asked how the development of Stage III would affect St. Paul's Church.
irno said that the first phase development proposal does not include the area
round St. Paul's but filling and grading for development could cause increased
(anger of flooding. If later phases were constructed immediately adjacent to
-u. Paul's the church property would literally be in a hole (at a lower elevation
fjlan surrounding development). Warren said that he feels that the engineering
problems are not insurmountable and that St. Paul's would like to renovate the
'hurch if they can be secure in doing so. Also St. Paul's would like to acquire
<-he R.A. owned parking lot which is adjacent to the church. Arno indicated that
chis land comes under the New Eastwick contract so he could not sell it to St.
Paul's without a release. Dick Currie suggested that there should be additional
consideration of the needs of St. Paul's Church before attempting to discuss the
!ssue further.

Leonardo asked for comments on the minutes of the April 29th committee meeting.
They were accepted as presented.

Leonardo then noted that at the May 19th meeting PAC distributed a two page
listing of excerpts from the Final EIS for Eastwick which they feel show that the
EIS is vague and contradictory in prohibiting the residential development of
Stage III, This listing was reviewed by the CPC Environmental Assessment Coordin-
ator and his opinion is that the findings of the EIS with respect to Stage III
are still relevant. Wilk said that he had been informed that the reference in
the Kissane-Leddy letter dated September 8, 1975, to Stage III being protected by
the flood control berm was made in error. Leonardo noted that he had gotten the
same information upon contacting the Professional Engineer who signed the letter.
Wilk then asked what were the methods of enforcement if the city decided to
ignore the no residential ruling. Leonardo replied that as diseased last Tuesday,
mortgage insurance and flood insurance would probably be withheld from any such
project. This in turn would almost certainly mean that lenders would not provide
construction or permanent financing. He also said that he felt that the city
ordinance which controls residential construction within 100 year flood plains
could not be eliminated as suggested by Dick Currie, because it relates directly
to the City's eligibility to participate in the National Flood Insurance Program.
Wilk then asked how houses could be built in Stage IV when the elevation there is
below the 100 year flood line. Leonardo said that he assumes that the dike is
considered a substantial enough protective element that it effectively negates
the low elevation of Stage IV as a flood danger circumstance.

Wilk said that he felt that the Plan Review Report should not only mention the
EIS but should also clarify those requirements which the City needs to address.
Leonardo said that although the report would discuss the EIS he did not want to
interpret the HUD mandates. He felt that a CPC staff attempt to "clarify" the
federally imposed EIS requirements would amount to an interpretation given that
the RA has already acted on some and continues to respond to the various EIS
mandates. It was agreed that RA staff will be asked to prepare a statement
clarifying the Final EIS for Eastwick requirements for inclusion in the Plan
Review Report.
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Since Korman representatives did not attend tonight's meeting and since Bonevac
and Arno had to leave, Leonardo said that the issues of sign controls and the
PAC's PIDC shopping list would be deferred until the next meeting. Meeting was
adjourned.
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MINUTES of the

EASTWICK PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE

Tuesday, June 30, 1981

llth Floor Conference Room, City Hall Annex

IN ATTENDANCE

Eastwick PAG

Dick Currie
David Wilk
Lois Shaub
Martha Summers

New Eastwick Corporation

D. Paul Bonevac

Korman Corporation

Frank Trexler
Herb Lee

Redevelopment Authority

Charles Andrews

Planning Commission

Joe Leonardo
Bill Burke
Susan Frankel
Cathy Frieder

( Joe Leonardo opened the meeting by introducing Cathy Frieder, the public
information person for the Planning Commission, and Herb Lee, General Manager
:f Conmercial Properties for the Korman Corporation.

f
| Leonardo then asked for comments on the minutes of the May 19 and May 27th

-cetings. There were none.

The first agenda item to be discussed was the set of proposed sign controls
is revised to May 18, 1981. Leonardo described the major changes which were made
:o the original set of controls. These include 1.) provisions to cover multi-use
situations on out parcels of Shopping Centers, and 2.) language inserted to prohibit
the transfer of sign area allowance from one use on a parcel to another. Leonardo
Toted that in addition to incorporating sign controls into the URP that CPC and
*A staff are also proposing to change the land use designation of the 87th Street
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and Mario Lanza Blvd. parcel from Neighborhood Shopping Center to Local Sho
Center. It is believed that this change would correct an earlier error in
use assignment. He also mentioned the PAG request t'lat the proposed controls b
changed to prohibit free standing signs in commercial districts except for the
identification of the Major Shopping Center and the Korman Corporation's restat
ment about the importance of permitting free standing signs in all Eastwick Sho "i
center areas. Leonardo then asked if the PAC or the Korman Corporation wanted t °*
elaborate on their positions. David Wilk reaffirmed the PAC opposition saying tS
it has been the impression of the community that until now free standing signs
have been prohibited without serious developer objections. He noted that the re-
maining Neighborhood Shopping Center parcel (84th & Lindbergh Blvd.) is elevated
above its neighbors such that any commercial building constructed there would be
highly visable thus reducing the need for a free standing sign. He also felt that
the small size and neighborhood orientation of local shopping centers make free
standing signage unnecessary. It is the community1s opinion that free standing
signs create a visually cluttered street frontage and detract from the appearance
of the shopping areas, and the neighborhoods*

Herb Lee agreed that in many cases commercial strips with large numbers of
free standing signs do look trashy but this was certainly not the case with Korman
commercial developments. He said these signs are necessary in order to attract
quality retailers. Mast national chains consider certain types of signs to be an
integral part of their corporate image and will simply not go into a location
if they cannot have such signs. Further, many retailers consider free standing
signs important in attracting customers especially in marginal areas. Lee also
pointed out that free standing signs hel_ to establish the overall
identity of a shopping center which is also important to small retailers who
want to be known by their location. Martha Summers commented on the two fast
food operations on the out parcels at the major shopping center. She said that
she was pleased with the appearance of the new Roy Rodgers due to the restrained
signage which was agreed on. She also mentioned that the Burger King (which has
no free standing sign) was recently cited for having the highest sales in the
region. Joe Leonardo asked what the largest tenant would likely be in the 84th
Street and Lindbergh Blvd. Shopping Center* Lee responded by showing a copy of
the original plan for the center which showed a 30,000 square foot supermarket
(anchor) and several smaller stores. The entire center would haw a_totaL._o£
about 52,000 square feet of comnercial area. Lee pointed out that he used this
drawing only to illustrate potential size of development since the supermarket
envisioned for this site has since been.built at Penrose Plaza. Leonardo then
asked if the PAC and Korman would consider exploring possible trade-offs involving
restrictions on affixed signs vs free standing signs in an attempt to reach a
compromise. Since there was not real interest in this suggestion it was decided
that the Planning Commission and Redevelopment Authority staff will formulate
final recommendations for sign controls. Dick Currie asked that the final sign
control recommendations in the Plan Review Report be accompained by a statement
that the decisions to allow or to prohibit free standing signs was made by the
referees (CPC and RA staff) and not the Plan Review Committee.

The next item discussed was the PIDC "Shopping List" which was prepared-and
circulated by the PAC at the May 19th Committee meeting. The PAC is asking the
Committee to send this list to PIDC requesting that they respond to all of the
issues identified. Joe Leonardo said that he thought there are some good ideas
contained in the list but that there are many items which are not relevant to
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""The Plan Review process, Leonardo said that he felt that as the Committee1 s
chair he could not allow this list as currently constituted to be transmitted
co PIDC under the Committee's signature. He then asked the Korrnan Corporation
and New Eastwick Corporation representatives for their opinion o'n the list.
Paul Bonevac said that he did not think it was appropriate for New Eastwick/
Korman as one of the two major redevelopers in Eastwick to participate in making
requests of this type to PIDC, the other redeveloper. Wilk then said that the
list was really a request for further information as a follow-up to the March 31st,
PIDC meeting with the Plan Review Committee. These followed several comments
of concern by various PAG representatives about PIDC's 'irregular1 participation
in the Plan Review process. Leonardo said that PIDC staff have indicated on
several occasions that they will be willingly involved with the Plan Review
Committee when issues which have a bearing on Eastwick industrial development
are to be considered. Also, PIDC staff are keeping abreast of the Plan Review
process through the minutes of our meetings and discussions with other public
agency staff. At this point Leonardo suggested that a work session be set up
with CPC, RA & PAC staff and PIDC staff to discuss a limited number of pre-selected
issues from the "Shopping List"* Having previously discussed several of the
items on the list with PIDC staff^ Leonardo felt they would participate in such
a work session and that the time would be well spent if progress is made on even
a few issues. Dick Currie then asked Leonardo to write a letter asking PIDC to
respond to the 'community identified* concerns that are outlined in the "Shopping
List"* Leonardo declined, saying that he would not send such a letter as he
believes many of the items on the list are not related to the Urban Renewal Plan
review process. Then, Paul Bonevac suggested that the PAC write directly to
PIDC asking them to respond to the various items on the list* PAC representatives
indicated that they would consider this course of action.

Passed over development parcels were discussed next. Paul Bonevac said
that he had finally been able to locate and inspect all of the passed over
parcels. After touching briefly on questions associated with several individual
parcels Bonevac said that New Eastwick was prepared to release all of the passed
over parcels in Stage I and Upper Stage II in exchange for a credit to be given
to New Eastwick for future contributions to the fine arts fund from single family
home construction. This would affect neither money already in the fund or future
contributions for industrial, commercial or multi-family housing construction.
Bonevac explained that this proposal is made to allow New Eastwick to recover a
portion of its front end costs without having to have cash actually change hands.
He said that the amount represented would be about $300,000. A question was asked about
the possibility of New Eastwick holding on to some parcels until suitable Interested
developers could be found. It was felt that if certain parcels were released
developments could occur which would not necessarily be in the community's best
interests. Bonevac said he would consider such action. David Wilk asked Bonevac
if he had any idea how much future development would have to be completed before
fine arts money for single family homes would begin to flow again. Bonevac said
that fluctuations in building costs made this difficult to estimate. PAC repre-
sentatives thought there should be a better accounting o£ fine arts fund monies
available and of the amount of credit that New Eastwick Corporation would be
entitled to.
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Leonardo started discussion of Stage III by announcing chat the Korman
Corporation is withdrawing its Airport Interplex proposal at this time
because it is unwilling to participate in the costs of the necessary site
improvements. Dick Currie expressed concern about the situation of excluded
property owners in Stage III. Of particular concern is the need for streets
improvements, sewers and flood protection. He also mentioned the request
made by St. Paul's Church for tho release of the land which they currently use
for parking. Chuck Andrews said that it is his opinion that the Redevelopment
Authority could only begin to consider scheduling site improvements for Stage
III after the land use has been changed. He also noted that the land adjacent
to St. Paul!s is under contract and that the request for its release should
be directed to the New Eastwick Corporation. Currie said that he felt that
the RA could successfully seek a waiver from HUD of the E.I.S. findings
which prohibit the City from undertaking site improvements for Stage III
residential properties* It was noted that the community is in favor of the
airport-related commercial land use designation for Stage III and would
support such a change provided that the needs of the excluded property owners
are addressed prior to changing the land use. Leonardo acknowledged the depth
of concern for Stage III residents which was evident in the PAG position but
he said that given the potential for major mixed use development in Stage III,
and given the lead time necessary to initiate such development that it was not
reasonable to attempt to use the land use change as a bargaining chip. He
favors moving ahead with the land use change for Stage III» Andrews, Bonevac
and Trexler concurred. Andrews indicated that he would discuss the possibility
of seeking a waiver from HUD to allow site improvements for Stage III residential
with Mike Arno.

Leonardo then noted that there was concern expressed by the PAG at the
May 19th meeting about the role of the Committee and about credit for partici-
pation in the Plan review process. He felt there was a certain amount of
confusion because CPC staff not only directed the work of the committee but
also served as staff and resource persons to the committee* He said that the
original request to the City Planning Commission, however, was for staff to
undertake a review of the Eastwick area, which had as a main goal the updating
the Urban Renewal Plan for Eastwick. CPC staff then chose to convene the committee
for assistance in proceeding with the review of the plan. Therefore, the Eastwick
Urban Renewal Plan Review Report is intended to be a CPC staff report, hopefully
endorsed by the Committee, to be presented to the City Planning Commission for
its consideration. Although the particulars have not been worked out, active
Committee participants will be fully credited for their participation.

Because of the late hour Chuck Andrews suggested setting up a separate
meeting to discuss details of the implementation committee. He said that he
would handle the arrangements for this meeting and asked that each organization
send only one or two representatives. Paul Bonevac indicated his support for
the idea of haying an implementation committee. He said that he hoped that it
would become a body that would truely facilitate development in Eastwick and
not become merely another level of development proposal review. It was agreed
to have a separate meeting to discuss implementation cotimittee structure and
organization. _

Leonardo then franked the committee for their participation and hard work
and the meeting was adjourned.
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MINI TOWN CENTER (PARCEL 3, STAGE I) DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS________

Cg) Mini Town Center site. In addition to the uses permitted in
this Section H, paragraph e.i.(a), the following uses shall also
be permitted for the Mini Town Center site:

Medical Centers, outpatient health care facilities with limited
emergency care capacity.

Art galleries, museums, libraries, community centers, auditor-
iums and related service facilities.

Recreational facilities or grounds.

Public offices, court house buildings, or outdoor public
gathering spaces.

Day care centers.

Accessory uses customarily incidental to any of the above
permitted uses provided that such uses do not conflict substan-
tially with uses in the immediate vicinity of the Town Center.
Motion Picture Theaters are expressly excluded.

Since the zoning of the site is to remain unchanged the above
non-residential uses shall be permitted through obtaining a Zoning
Board of Adjustment variance or certificate. Consideration of
uses other than those noted above will be subject to the review of
the Eastwick Project Area Committee and the approval of the Rede-
velopment Authority and the Philadelphia City Planning Commission.

The following controls apply specifically to the Mini Town Center
site:

(1) Land Coverage. Not more than 50% of the lot area shall be
occupied by buildings and no building shall exceed a maximum
of 20,000 square feet ground coverage.

(2) Height. The maximum height of a building shall be 35 feet
above the average ground level at the base of the building but
in no case over three stories.

(3) Setback. The building set back shall be 25 feet from all
streets or drives. See additional controls in parking category.

(4) Side and Rear Yards. Side and rear yeads shall not be required;
however no'building shall be erected nearer than 30 feet to
any abutting residential district and 15 feet to any abutting
commercial or recreational district. Reduction of these require-
ments may be considered when acceptable opaque landscaping
is provided.
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(5) Signs. Signs shall be permitted subject to the following
limitations and conditions:

Each building or individual use shall be permitted to have a
sign identifying the name, use or purpose of said building or
section; said sign shall not exceed 10 square feet in area
provided that this limitation shall not apply to traffic or
directional signs.

Permitted signs may be illuminated by interior lighting or
lighting directed towards the signs provided that they do
not create glare upon adjacent districts. In no case shall
signs be illuminated by flashing, animated or intermittent
illumination.

Signs which revolve shall be prohibited.

Any revolving device which projects intermittent flashes of
light shall be prohibited.

All signs within the Town Center shall be coordinated into a
system. This does not prevent the use of signs by organizations
which employ signs as a means of identification through the use
of repetition color, size, shape, type of lettering, etc. but
means that some other visually unifying mechanism shall be
added. One free standing sign will be allowed to identify the
center itself or to serve as the directory for the entire center
at the entrance to the Town Center on Island Avenue. The free
standing sign must adhere to all sign controls previously
stated. The free standing sign can contain two sign faces
with a total aggregate area of 125 square feet and it must not
exceed a height of 20 feet from mean grade level at the base of
the sign.

All signs shall be subject to review by the Eastwick Project
Area Committee and approval by the Redevelopment Authority and
by the Philadelphia City Planning Commission.

(6) Off Street Parking. One parking space for every 1,000 square
feet of gross floor area of building shall be required provided
that requirements shall be rounded to the nearest whole number
of spaces, with one half or more being considered to require
one additional space. One space shall be required for every ten
seats in the case of auditoriums and other places of public
assembly.

Where more than one of the permitted uses mentioned are located
on the same premises the parking requirements may be satisfied
by a single parking facility provided that the nearest point of
the parking facility shall be located within 200 feet of the
main entrance of the building it serves.
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Parking area encroachment into setback areas will be allowed to
within ten feet of abutting districts or established rights-
of-way when acceptable opaque landscaping is provided.

(7) Loading. If loading or service entry areas are to be provided
for buildings, controls will be developed for these facilities
as a part of the preliminary review of the plans.

(8) Landscaping. A landscaping plan shall be required in addition
to the final plat and will be subject to review by the Eastwick
Project Area Committee and approval by the Redevelopment Author-
ity and the Philadelphia City Planning Commission.

(9) Site Section Drawings. The Mini Town site is intended to
be a place where all of the architectural elements are perceived
as an integral part of the whole center. Therefore, prospective
developers are to submit at least two sections across the
entire site showing how their proposed facility relates to the

.existing buildings within the center.
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COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT SIGN CONTROLS_________________

Commer c i a I Pi. s t r ic t s

IV. Signs. An exterior sign shall be permitted only if it adver-
tises a use permitted on the premises and meets the following
conditions:

(a) Major Shopping Center

(1) Affixed Signs

a. The total area of signs permitted on buildings shall
not exceed three square feet for each lineal foot
of store-front width.

b. Such sign shall be attached flat against the wall
of the building or marquee, or upon the roof of
a marquee, but may not project above the roof or
wall coping or extend beyond the building walls.

(2) Freestanding Signs

In addition to the signs allowed in sub-section (1)
above, one free standing sign for each 80,000 square
feet of district area or one free standing sign per
street frontage, whichever is less, shall be permitted
under the following conditions:

a. Such sign shall serve only to identify the particular
shopping center and/or function as a directory for
the center or identify the major use(s) (provided
such use(s) has a sales area which exceeds 30,000
square feet).

b. Such sign shall not contain more than two sign
faces with a total area of 300 square feet, exclu-
sive of supporting structures. The maximum height
of such sign(s) is to be calculated from the mean
grade level at the base of the supporting structure
to the top of the sign and shall not exceed 40 feet.

(3) Detached buildings on out parcels.

a. The total area of signs permitted on detached
buildings containing a single use shall not exceed
4.5 square feet per lineal foot of facade, to be
calculated for only one facade of the building.

b. The total area of signs permitted on detached
buildings containing more than one use shall not
exceed 4.5 square feet per lineal foot of storefront
to be calculated for only one frontage per use.
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c. The sign areas permitted above may be located
on any facade provided that the total sign area
for the use is not exceeded, however, the maximum
sign aea of any one storefront or facade shall
not exceed 3 square feet per lineal foot of width
of that storefront or facade.

d. Such signs shall be attached flat against the
wall of the building or marquee, or upon the roof of
a marquee, but may not project above the roof or
wall coping or extend beyond the building walls.

e. Sign area allowances may not be sold, assigned
or otherwise transferred among individual uses
located in detached buildngs on out parcels.

f. Freestanding signs shall be prohibited on out
parcels.

(b) Neighborhood ^hopping Center

(1) Affixed Signs

a. The total area of signs permitted on buildings
shall not exceed two square feet for each lineal
foot of store-front width.

b. Such signs shall be attached flat against the wall
of the building or marquee, or upon the roof of a
marquee, but may not project above the roof or wall
coping or extend beyond the building walls.

(2) Freestanding Signs

In addition to the signs allowed in subsection Cl) above
one free standing sign shall be permitted under the
following conditions.

a. Such sign is located upon the lot where permitted
uses are in existence.

b. Such sign shall serve to identify the particular
shopping center and/or function as a directory
for the entire center.

c. The uses upon the lot exceed a total sales floor
area of 15,000 square feet.

d. Such sign shall not contain more than two sign
faces with a total area of 150 square feet, exclu-
sive of supporting structures. The maximum height
of such sign(s) is to be calculated from the mean
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grade level at the base of the supporting structure
to the top of the sign and shall not exceed 20 feet

(3) Detached Buildings on out parcels

a. The total area of signs permitted on detached
buildings containing a single use shall not exceed
3 square feet per lineal foot of facade, to be
calculated for only one facade of the building.

b. The total area of signs permitted on detached
buildings containing more than one use shall not
exceed 3 square feet per lineal foot of storefront
to be calculated for only one frontage per use.

c. The sign areas permitted above may be located
on any facade provided that the total sign area
for the use is not exceeded, however, the maximum
sign area of any one storefront or facade shall
not exceed 2 square feet per lineal foot of width
of that storefront or facade.

d. Such sign sha*! be attached flat against the wall
on the building or marquee, or upon the roof of
a marquee, but may not project above the roof or
wall coping or extend beyond the building walls.

or

f.

Sign area allowances may not be sold, assigned „..
otherwise transferred among individual uses located
in detached buildings on out parcels.

Freestanding signs shall be prohibited on out
parcels . -̂ . _... ... ___

Local Commercial

(1) Affixed Signs

a. The total area of signs permitted on buildings
shall not exceed two square feet for each lineal
foot of storefront width.

b. Such sign shall be attached flat against the wall
of the building or marquee, or upon the roof of
a marquee, but may not project above the roof
or wall coping, or extend beyond the building-
walls.

(2) Freestanding signs shall be prohibited in this district
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(d) Airport Related Commercial

In Airport-related commercial aeas, controls will be deter-
mined by the Redevelopment Authority and the City Planning
Commission as specific proposals for development of these
areas submitted.

(e) The following sign controls shall apply to all commercial
Districts within the Project Area:

Cl) Parking and directional signs located in accessways
or parking areas shall be permitted in all the above
commercial districts under the following conditions.

a. No such sign shall exceed four square feet in
area.

b. No such sign shall exceed six feet in height'
measured from ground level to the top of the
sign.

(2) Signs may be animated or illuminated, provided that
the illumination shall be focused on the sign itself
to prevent glare on the surrounding areas;

(3) Signs with flashing or intermittent illumination shall
be prohibited;

(4) Signs which revolve shall be prohibited;

(5) Any revolving device which causes intermittent flashes
of light to be projected shall be prohibited.

Industrial Districts

X. Signs. Signs shall be permitted in the Limited Industrial &
Airport Related Industrial areas only under the following
conditions:

Limited Industrial

(1) Signs shall not exceed one square foot in area for
each lineal foot of lot frontage along the street line
but in no case may the area exceed 100 square feet on
any street line.

(2) Signs shall pertain to the use of the building on
which erected.

(3) Signs shall not be erected at or upon the ground, or
project over the roof line or coping.
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(4) Signs may be illuminated by exterior lights provided the
illumination shall be focused upon the sign itself so as
to prevent glare upon the surrounding areas.

(5) No signs with flashing or intermittent illumination
shall be permitted.

(6) Animated signs and signs which revolve shall be
prohibited.

(7) Parking and directional signs located in accessways
or parking areas shall be permitted under the following
conditions:

a. No such sign shall exceed four square feet in area.

b. No such sign shall exceed six feet in height mea-
sured from ground level to top of the sign.

(b) Airport Related Industrial

In Airport-related Industrial Areas, controls will be
determined by the Redevelopment Authority and the City
Planning Commission as specific proposals for development of
these areas are submitted.
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PARCEL # ______
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1
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15
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19

UPPER STAGE II

1
2
3
4
5
6

* 9
10 (A & B)
11
13
*14
15
16
17
i a1C
19
20
I *^43
44
1 Q48
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^flpjô
=;ftr»3ou
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61A
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0.17 A
0.06 A
4,10 A
0.15 A
1.36 A
3.65 A
0.103 A
0.17 A
3.05 A
0.71 A

0.24 A
0.29 A
0.74 A
0.74 A
0.48 A
0.56 A
0.11 A
1.49 A
0.34 A
0.67 A
0.37 A
1.08 A
0.41 A
0.22 A
0.15 A
0.11 A

• 0.11 A
0.17 A
0.15 A
0.29 A
0.29 A
0.29 A
0.15 A
0.73 A
0.22 A
0.06 A
0.15 A
0.15 A
0.15 A
0.15 A
0.13 A
0.17 A
0.12 A

IT.H.P. LAND USE ————. ———— ' ——————— ~ ——

Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Aoartments
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Apartments
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Semi-Public Inst. (Church)
Semi-Public Inst. (Church)

Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Semi Public Inst. (Church)
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Single-family Res.
Neighborhood
Shopping Center

ZONING

R-Q7
R-9
R-12
R-9
Rec.
R-12
R-9
R-9
R-5
R-5

R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-9A
R-5
R-5
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-5
R-5
R-5
R-5
R-5
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9
R-9

Neighborhood
Shopping Ctr

*Denotes parcels which are larger than 1 acre.
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SUGGESTED AGENDA ITEMS FOR THE EASTWICK COORDINATING COMMITTEE_____

* Bench Advertising -
Enforcement

* Billboards -
Enforcement
Restriction along the Airport High Speed Line R.O.W.

* Landscaping -
Timely submission of plans
Recommended types and caliper of plant materials
Street tree planting (residential areas, Lindbergh Blvd.,
Essington Ave., etc.)

Experimental nursery

* Passed-over Development Parcels -
Disposition process for side yards
Release and marketing of other parcels

* Walkway System -
Complete construction in developed areas
Coordination of future construction with private development

* Maintenance Program -
Walkways
R.A. parcels in residential areas
Other publicly owned land in residential areas

* Alternative Housing Possibilities -
Condominiums
Co-operatives
Section 8 - elderly
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Typica l E a s t w i c k Res iden t ia l Development







Interior walkway - vicinity of H4th Street and LmUbergh Boulevard


